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I Stand Alone Today 
March 8, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"Be strong enough to stand alone, 
be yourself enough to stand apart, 
but be wise enough to stand together 
when the time comes" 


This is a 100% independent site. p 


It is not affiliated with, nor does it endorse: the Men's Right's Movement (MRM), the Men's Human 
Rights Movement (MHRM), Men Going Their Own Way (MGTOW), the Father's Rights Movement 
(FRM), the PUA-sphere, Traditionalism, Feminism, Independent Feminists (I-Feminists), Equity 
Feminism, Gender Feminism, Radical Feminism, Marxist Feminism, Eco-Feminism, Left Wing 
Politics, Right Wing Politics, the Libertarian Movement, the Tea Party, the Occupy Movement, the 
Gay Rights Movement, Minority Rights, the Government, the Church, Atheism, Environmentalism, 
PETA, Capitalism, Communism, Fascism, Globalism, Zionism, the Illuminati, Free Masonry, nor 
the Lizard People living in a hole beneath the ice in Antarctica. 


Movements, like herds, hives and harems, are for women. I am a man, or at least I strive to be, 
therefore I am not affiliated with any movement. 


This site is about studying the social phenomena of the present and the past, with a specific focus on 
the subjects of misogyny, philogyny, femininity, misandry, philandry and masculinity. 


This site is about seeking Truth. 
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I stand alone today. 
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Proverbs 31:10-31 The Wife of Noble Character (Would Make 


Me a Sandwich!) 
March 8, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 
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lite eld, fa ie Proverbs 31:10-31 (KJV) 
The Wife of Noble Character 


Who can find a virtuous woman? for her price is far above rubies. 
" The heart of her husband doth safely trust in her, so that he shall have no need of spoil. 


[WOES oc 
makes food! 


@ praised afar decepti 


ye 4. 9 natt da She will do him good and not evil all the days of 
her life. 
° She seeketh wool, and flax, and worketh willingly with her hands. 
" She is like the merchants’ ships; she bringeth her food from afar. 
” She riseth also while it is yet night, and giveth meat to her household, and a portion to her 


maidens. 


16 


She considereth a field, and buyeth it: with the 
fruit of her hands she planteth a vineyard. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 7 of 744 


" She girdeth her loins with strength, and strengtheneth her arms. 

'8 She perceiveth that her merchandise is good: her candle goeth not out by night. 

"° She layeth her hands to the spindle, and her hands hold the distaff. 

” She stretcheth out her hand to the poor; yea, she reacheth forth her hands to the needy. 

*' She is not afraid of the snow for her household: for all her household are clothed with scarlet. 


~ She maketh herself coverings of tapestry; her clothing is silk and 
purple. 
* Her husband is known in the gates, when he sitteth among the elders of the land. 
” She maketh fine linen, and selleth it; and delivereth girdles unto the merchant. 
* Strength and honour are her clothing; and she shall rejoice in time to come. 
* She openeth her mouth with wisdom; and in her tongue is the law of kindness. 
*” She looketh well to the ways of her household, and eateth not the bread of idleness. 
** Her children arise up, and call her blessed; her husband also, and he praiseth her. 
” Many daughters have done virtuously, but thou excellest them all. 
” Favour is deceitful, and beauty is vain: but a woman that feareth the LORD, she shall be 
praised. 
`! Give her of the fruit of her hands; and let her own works praise her in the gates. 
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WOMAN 


Cause these samiches ain't gonna make themselves. 
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Click for "Any Gal of Mine" (Song\Video) 
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"Did I mention she makes me a sandwich?" 
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Click Pic for "Generalizing ina Politically Correct World" 
Mathieu of Boulogne (1295) on NAWALT 


From “The Lamentations of Matheolus”’ 


"Yet one might disagree with me, criticize my conclusion. and, putting forward the opposite point of 
view, suggest that my words are completely untrue. For, if some women are evil and perverse and 
abnormal, it does not necessarily follow that all of them are so cruel and wicked; nor should all of 
them be lumped together in this general reproach. A speech is badly composed if one's general 
conclusion is only partly valid. Logic hates this type of argumentation. 


Nevertheless, this present work, which expresses the pain in my heart, wishes me to exclude 
nothing, but commands me to push my argument to its logical, if extreme, conclusion, which is 
that no good woman exists. Solomon, in his works, makes an amazing comment, which supports 
my case, for he exclaims, "Who could find a virtuous woman?" The implication here is, of course, 
that this would be impossible. Since he says this, who am I to disagree? Why should I be shocked? 
What's more, he says that a base and broken man is worth more than a woman when she's doing 
good. Thus there is no woman worth anything at all; I don't need to look for further proof. That's 
enough logical demonstration. 


My exposition is clearly valid, for woman has - and there is ample evidence of this - deceived all the 
greatest men in the world; I shall be basing myself on rational argument. If the greatest are deceived, 
then the lesser naturally fall. In the street where I live they say that what applies to the greatest 
amongst us applies even more to lesser mortals. Who were the greatest lords? Who has ever heard of 
greater men than Solomon or Aristotle? Yet good sense, riches and reason were not worth a dung- 
beetle to them; all were made to look as if they had gone out of fashion; these men were both 
outmanoeuvred by women, deceived, vanquished, and tamed." 


"while I was still searching but not finding - I found one upright man among a thousand, but 
not one upright woman among them all." -- Ecclesiastes 7:28 
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The Old Testament's Position On Female Behaviour -- Roosh V 
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The Masculine Principle Library 
March 8, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Click Picture 
Except for "A Wrinkle in Time" (A list of selected writings throughout history), these books are in 
chronological order according to their publish dates. Click the pictures to access the books. 
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by Jack Kammer (2002) 
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By Daniel Amneus (1990) 
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By Rev. Lawrence Shannon (1992) 


The Polygamous 


By Esther Vilar (1976) 
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THE FRAUD OF 
FEMINISM 


By E. Belfort Bax (1913) 
What's Wrong With 
The World?.. 


su a. 


by GK. CheSterton 
By G.K. Chesterton (1910) 


The Leyal Subjection of Men 
Emest Belfort Bax 
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By E. Belfort Bax (1908) 

Sex and Character 
by 

Otto Weininger 


By Otto Weininger (1906) 


Ma an) Bisan 


a -_ =| 


By Mathieu of ET (ca. 1295 A.D) 
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PROCOPIUS 


Click Picture 
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Pushing the Limits of Sexual Fantasies 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


QUOTE: "...they are so desensitized by their successes in the game that only these girls can fire 
off the dopamine in their brain and provide the same rush that they used to get from making out 
with the nerdy girl in the high school library." 


This is very insightful, and something that I think affects us both on an individual level and as a 
larger society. 


The more sexual experiences you have, the more you start to "push limits" in order to achieve the 
same highs. You constantly have to go further and further. When I first got introduced to girls, simply 
feeling up her boobs or sticking your hands in each-others pants was pretty damn good. But soon, it 
wasn't good unless there was an orgasm involved... and then it was chasing after losing your 
virginity... and then your first blowjob... then she needs to make you cum in her mouth to fulfill your 
fantasy... then you move into some light bondage or amateur nude pictures... and so on. As life goes 
on, you find yourself in sexual situations you never thought you'd be in in your wildest dreams. You 
first threeway... had one. But it was straight - the girls didn't kiss or do anything with eachother, so 
now, to get the same thrill... 


After a while you can end up being pretty way the hell out there - especially once you realize that 
women go through crazy binges at various times in life, and it's your duty as a man to seek out the 
recent divorcee who's looking to "explore" a little before she settles down again with another provider 
- thus, the Christian chick who's just screaming for someone to woo the wanton slut out of her for six 
months while she's going through her Eat, Pray, Love cycle. 


Once you know "how it works," it can be pretty difficult to settle down with a nice, normal chick... 
especially when you realize that she's probably willing to become a wanton slut for you too, if you're 
in the proper frame to her. The only thing is, the nice girl might still be way back at swallowing cum 
for the first time... and while teaching a woman how you like to get head is pretty cool too, it's just 
not the same thrill as the first time your girlfriend and her best-friend started stroking you off at the 
same time and led you into the bedroom. 


Back in the 1970's, the APA got into some serious trouble with the homosexual community for 
suggesting that at least a portion of homosexuals, were likely attracted to it not because they were 
actually gay, but because they were doms or subs who had deviated so far that they were seeking 
their "high" in more extreme forms. The gays & lesbians sent death threats and smashed windows, 
and the APA retracted their studies and grovelled like the PC worms they have become today. 


But... what is a cuckolding fetish but an introduction into a dom-sub relationship involving, at least to 
some degree, bisexuality? And the more extreme they go, the more bisexual they go - this is all part 
of being a sub in a BDSM relationship anyways - eventually the sub-male is lured into doing 
something bisexual in order to please his mistress, and it's still "hetero" because he's doing something 
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to please someone of the opposite sex rather than being attracted to someone of the same sex - it's ok 
to do it, because the dom told you to do it, and brought out the wanton slut in you in order to get an 
even greater high... and now you're entering into homosexuality. Why do you see so many men 
turning gay after 20 years of marriage? Didn't they get boners when they fathered their children? 
Why do they become limp-wristed cake decorators after they come out of the closet? This is what the 
APA was trying to explain. 


And as a society, you can see also how perverted our society is becoming simply by looking at how 
porn has evolved. Back to the cuckolding fetish... it's now all twisted up into interracial porn - but 
really? What's the thrill for someone to jack off to watching a black guy bang a white chick and 
misgenate your own race? This could only happen in a society that is laden with white guilt, because 
it's pretty sick to get aroused by the thought of your race being destroyed. But it's quite a stretch from 
the guys who wanted a "hot wife" a decade ago, simply wanting to see their wives behave like a slut, 
to being cuckolded by someone from a different race, while being denied sexual pleasure yourself. I 
mean, holy mother of god, what an evolution of sex! 


Same thing as the amount of lesbian porn available while at the same time we are in the grip of a 
feminist death-hold that encourages women to reject men and embrace each-other instead. It's 
reflected in our porn what's going on in society. 


Anyway, sorry for yacking off into a tangent - but I think this is something that needs to be explored 
deeper by those who plan on trying to bang 100+ women in their life rather than get married. In 
marriage, your sexual experiences are limited to how far you can get your wife to go... but in a serial 
dating type of lifestyle, you can go quite far with exploring things - exhibitionism fetishes, group sex 
etc. etc. Get a good long-term FWB who's just into having sex every month or three and over a 
couple of years, she'll do some shit that you'll never forget... but you've got to be right on the ball to 
make sure it doesn't ruin you too. For example, lot's of guys figure the best way to go is to always be 
a dom - spank her, make her your little bitch and she will love it. Yup, she will - too much - and if 
you stop spanking her or tying her up or whatever else you do, you'll lose her instantly - so now 
you've got a sub walking around behind you, klingy as can be, and you wish she'd just behave 
normally for a while. 


3S 2g 28 K k K k k k k kK k k kK k k k OK K OK 8 OK K OK 


QUOTE: "It's a matter of volume. In a society where sex leads inexorably to children, prior to 
birth control, sex was actually fairly rare. Having sex a couple of times a year risked pregnancy 
and childbirth. 


As anyone who abstains for long period can tell you, 'vanilla' sex is pretty damned awesome after a 
bit of a stretch... perversion is a direct result of an overabundance, and if you have noticed, many 
of the most perverted monsters in history became so due to an almost unlimited access to sex. 


Sex is like alcohol, or virtually any other pleasure... If you do not take it in moderation, it soon 
comes to dominate your life and requires more and more stimulation to achieve the same high. 
make no mistake, sex is a drug... it is a built-in drug, and a reward system for reproduction, but 
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like any drug it can be abused." 


I think you're right - and that's also what affects us as a society. For a society that has a gajillion laws 
regarding sexuality - to the point that a man has no legal right to expect sex inside of marriage - we 
also find ourselves living in the most highly sexualized society since the frickin' pagan times and the 
fertility worship in Babylon - literally. Sex can get you into untold hot-water today, yet on every 
street corner there's tits shoved in your face and dental floss g-strings riding up out of every pair of 
low-riding, hip hugger jeans. Men no longer need to go to the seedy part of town with a ball-cap and 
shades to buy their porn, but can download 100 times better stuff in seconds by flicking on his 
computer. The TV gets bolder and bolder with each show, and soon we'll be having nude 
commercials like they do in Europe. Yet, every day another law is passed restricting sexuality. 


If you look at what was going on in Sumer and it's subsequent off-shoot cultures, like the 
Babylonians, they were into some pretty wild shit as a society... but they also lived in a very sexual 
(and necessarily totalitarian) civilization. From what I understand - though have never read - there are 
hieroglyphic tablets dating back to the Sumerians, the first civilization, that shows pretty much any 
perversion you could find on the internet today was also available in the ancient times of fertility 
worship. They were into things like collecting the combined fluids after sex, and consuming them to 
gain its power - because it represented the magical elixir of life. They also had a similar divorce 
industry, as well as concepts like child support and alimony - how else can a highly sexual society 
survive, unless the strong fist of government is involved? Without totalitarianism and loss of 
freedom, a highly sexual society will destruct in only a few generations. 


388 Ig 24 K k K k k k K k k k K k k k K K k 2K OK K ok K 


There is a painting - I think by Titian, but I've searched through his paintings and couldn't find it, so 
I'm not sure if it is him. In the picture, there is a king seated on his throne, and he is having his wives 
and concubines brought before him and executed. 

. Why was he doing this? 


Because he was so bored with life, so unable to feel to emotion, that he was using the pain of 
watching their deaths to create feeling in himself. 


When ever I see the guys getting into the cuckold fetish, or agreeing to let their wife have MMF 
threesomes or such things, I think about that picture. The husband, in order to get a larger rush, is 
willing to do something abhorrent and in 99% of the cases, extremely damaging to the relationship, to 
get his rush. MMF/Cuckolding fetishes are BAD. Your submission to another man and letting him 
dominate your woman, vastly increases her attraction to the other man, while vastly diminishing the 
husband at the same time. 


It works completely opposite of a FFM threesome, where because of social proofing a lot women find 
their attraction to their husbands increases, because another woman wanting to hump her husband 
confirms he is high value. FFM works, but MMF does not. The MMF threesome often results in the 
woman and the outside man having an affair without the husband. 
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Another thing which I wonder about, since heh, we keep coming back to this cuckold fetish thing, is 
if it is on the rise because so many average men are, in a sense, cuckolded today. 


I mean, even if you marry a woman after she's had ten partners and remains faithful, you are still in a 
sense cuckolded, because ten men before you have conquered her, ravaged her, dominated her, made 
her submit to them, and she was their bitch... for a while... now she's yours. You will always know, 
subconsciously, that you aren't the only guy whose had her up on all fours and banged her senseless 
while she moaned "harder." 


Then, with the high divorce rate, you actually ARE cuckolded - even if she didn't cheat on you. I 
mean, you will still have feelings for your ex, and knowing the next branch/man is now making the 
love of your life his pin-cushion, brings up a lot of emotional turmoil in men which the men of the 
past never experienced with lifelong monogamy - today, almost all men experience this joy at one 
time or another, and lots of men experience it many times in life. I sometimes suspect that has a lot to 
do with what's going on too - we are already exposed to mild forms of it. 
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Lesbians and Gay Men 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


“LGBTTTPQOIACSU™ IS SHORT FOR 
“LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL, TRANS...” 


USE “NN”. 
THAT'S SHORT FOR “NOT NORMAL. 
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Click Pic for "The Family Plot: The Future" 

There is no such thing as lesbianism. Women on women sex is a normal part of heterosexual sex. 
That's why women who hate men are a relatively recent phenomenon and why they look and act 
deviant. If lesbianism was real, you would see two things.... no history of sex with men, and normal 
women/women relationships where the people involved are just like everyone else in all ways. They 
wouldn't hate men, either. They'd be indifferent. You see the exact opposite in the lesbian 
community... long history of sex with men, abnormal/no relationships, intense hatred of men, and 
most of all, bizarre, stereotypical behavior that you can use to identify them. This last wouldn't be 
that big of a deal if it wasn't bizarre. For example, many "lesbians" like sports. That's a normal type 
of thing to be associated with a group of people. But, many more "lesbians" practice witchcraft (and 
live an accompanying delusional lifestyle). That's a decidedly abnormal thing to be associated with a 
group. It let's you know they aren't legitimate, as does the entire pattern with them, even the fact that 


there is a pattern. 


There is a similar thing going on with gay men. To put it another way, if being a gay man was a 
normal variant of sexuality, gay men would act like men, instead of like gays. I actually look at this 

as a continuum. Small subsets of gay men are legitimately gay, while the rest are just freaks. The real 
gay men act like men, not demented perverts. Why do I say this? Because unlike with lesbians, there 
is a looooong history of a small part of the male population, in all cultures, who form relationships 
(as opposed to 500 sex partners a year) with men. Depending on the demands of the culture, they may 
or may not breed, but the main relationship is with a man. They acted in all ways like men do and 


there was rarely any stigma. 
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The whole thing is just silly and very much their own business.... until they try to push it off on the 
rest of us. A line has to be drawn at that. Don't interfere with gay people's lives. But don't allow them 
to interfere with our life either. 


Lesbian Women 


I’ve had the unpleasant experience of getting close to several lesbian women and then finding out that 
they are bad people. One was actively working to subvert (her words) young children away from their 
parent's ideals and mores, as a teacher. Another was an employee of a phone sex line (like ALL 
women in the sex for money industry, she had 80% of her screws loose). Still another, who lived with 
her ex-husband (no sex), had “discovered” she was a lesbian at age 50 and shut off all intimacy with 
her husband but wouldn’t leave. Later, I find out she went on some “retreat” to have sex with dead 
bodies (you heard me correctly) as part of some voodoo rite. Another was a total mooching loser. 
And the last one never told me she was gay, had an intensely sexual relationship with me for several 
years and dressed more and more like a diesel dyke and then stopped seeing me for no apparent 
reason (cough, cough, new girlfriend, cough, cough). 


Man-Hating Dykes 


There is a HEAVY undertone of lesbianism involved in the anti-men hate groups. Wherever you see 
the real fanatics that stray from the supposed issue at hand to spit vitriol at men, you find the lesbians 
behind it, or at least in the middle of it. When I say that gay people have an agenda and are trying to 
undermine our society, this is part of what I mean. These are some of the specific behaviours they are 
doing. They try to hide their man-hating, family-hating, society-hating agenda, but like all psychotics, 
they can’t quite keep a lid on it. 


Don’t misunderstand me. There is nothing wrong with munching a little rug. Almost all girls have 
this as a normal part of their [hetero] sexuality. But lesbianism isn’t about having sex with 


women.....it’s about hating men, and it’s about hating a system that values morality and rewards 
virtue and merit. In my opinion, that is a pretty strong case for treating self-described “lesbians” as 
pariahs. Certainly, no one should cooperate with them on anything, and should always be deeply 
suspicious whenever they bring up an issue that supposedly addresses a wrong-doing (for 
example.....gay marriage). Abortions, rape, equal rights, have all been fertile grounds for this 
manipulative crap. You can always tell because they are highly resistant to any desire to critically 
examine the situation to find out if there is a problem and, if so, what is the exact nature of that 
problem. Mysteriously, they are never around when the work of fixing a real problem that has been 
identified. But, they never lack for time, energy or resources to spit hate at men, family, or just our 
way of life in general. 


With Gay Marriage Legal, Gays Might Stop Getting Into Marriages That Are 
Lies 


Well, at least with gay marriage legal, they might stop getting into heterosexual marriages that are a 
lie, living a secret double life and then abandoning their partner. 
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Then again, since most homosexual behavior has almost nothing to do with being gay but is, instead, 
a manifestation of an crazy person starting to deteriorate, maybe not. 


It works something like this. A crazy person gets married. Having a long history of deviant behavior, 
particularly drug use and promiscuity (particularly promiscuity involving deviant partners, multiple 
partners and degrading situations), they decide to settle down and lead a normal life. What this means 
is they usually find a relatively normal partner, marry them and proceed to make their life a living 
hell with one out of control behavior after another. One day, they decide they are gay and abandon 
their family. 


You can always tell what’s going on by the behavior of the person. They don’t just do this in a 
vacuum but virtually all their behaviour revolves around pathology and boy, do they make their 
spouse suffer during the marriage. 


My friend, who decided at the age of 55 that she was a lesbian, comes to mind. The last I allowed her 
to talk to me, she had decided to go off on a retreat (she’s a witch, which is a major clue) where 
people had sex with dead bodies. She’s not gay. She’s a freak. And I’m well rid of her. So is her 
husband. 


Not All That Opposed to Gay Marriage 


Actually, I’m not all that against gay marriage. I think it is a bad thing. The reason I think it is a bad 
thing is because every gay person I meet seems to be a total wacko. I’m sure there are legitimately 
gay people out there (homosexuality is a present in most species so it can’t be a quirk of human 
failings) but I haven’t met them. Not only that, but all gay relationships I’ve seen have been 
disposable, with little to no real love or intimacy between the partners. This is not a situation that 
should be honoured within the religious institution of marriage. It’s disrespectful and cheapens the 
meaning of others marriages. Worse, it makes marriage a joke. This situation could change if gay 
people got their act together. Be gay, not crazy. Have REAL relationships based on love and 
intimacy. Then, marriage might be a good thing. That being said, a huge number of heterosexual 
marriages aren’t legitimate anyway and it is more and more becoming a simple contract between two 
people and the state. So, what difference does it make? Marriage has been severely degraded anyway. 
Gay marriage just doesn’t even pretend it’s a sacred institution anymore. 
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A New Kind of Bigotry 
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Boycott Those Who Disrespect Men 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


There is only one reason you see thinly veiled hatred everywhere in commercial media. The men who 
run that media have sold us out to pander to women. Way back in the beginning, it was simple, 
harmless fun designed to get a chuckle. Nobody had disrespect for men. That was the point. That's 
what made it funny. 


But things have changed. Most women and many men have open hatred and contempt for men and 
our many accomplishments together and as individuals. It's not meant to be funny anymore. It's 
meant to be disrespectful. 


There is, of course, only one real way to deal with this situation, and that's to hit these traitors where 
it hurts the most... in the wallet. Watch commercial media very carefully and boycott any product 
with advertising that shows hatred, contempt or disrespect toward men. This includes movies. You 
know what makes a movie a chick flick... open contempt, hatred and disrespect toward men. If some 
woman wants to go see a chick flick with you, tell her no and tell her why. Make it clear that you 
don't accept attitudes like that from her or from anyone else. If she tests you, dump her. 


A very important part of this strategy is to never give a woman any money, ever, even if she is to go 
spend it on your behalf. Many men let the woman buy everything. Advertisers then use hatred, 
contempt, and disrespect towards men as a way to pander to these women who are making all the 


choices on which products to buy. It's very difficult to change the women so this is no longer an 
effective marketing strategy. But it is extremely easy to short circuit it... just don't give women any 
money and boycott products harmful to men. Eventually, they will go out of business. 


The Media is Being Used Against Us 
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Haven’t you guys seen enough evidence that media, in a pretty blanket fashion, is being used against 
us? I mean, turn on the TV at any time of the day and you will see something, a show, a commercial, 
a news item that portrays men in a very negative light. How can this be anything but a concerted 
campaign against us? Why can’t you see how the news media is a big part of this and how the 
feminist agenda is just part of a larger agenda to disempower you in some weird social experiment. It 
doesn’t get any plainer than showing who voted for what or showing specific, extreme examples of 
the bias (no...the manipulation of the news to serve a cause against our best interest). Who do you 
think is passing the laws that make marriage a very bad idea (hence, cutting men off from one of the 
prime determinants of a happy life), grossly perverting other laws on the bench, and presenting the 
feminist lies in every print, TV, movie and other media that exists. They aren’t exactly subtle about it 
either. 


I’m making a very specific point about this. That point is that feminism and the ass-raping laws that 
they have been responsible for are only one head of a hydra. You can’t deal with the feminists 


without dealing with their allies and the agenda that ties them all together. 


Do I care about the stupid liberal bias trying to paint the Iraq war as a disaster? Hell no, I don’t. 
Except for all my tax money flowing into that cesspool, I don’t really care about Iraq. What I care 
about is the blatant attempt to manipulate the next presidential election and shift the political balance 
of power. Why do I care about this? Because once in, they want to pass even more ass-raping laws 
(hey, how would you like to become financially responsible for kids your girlfriend has from some 
other man, 3 years after you dumped her or other fun stuff like that). They want to put even more 
women-only agenda judges on the bench. And they will really ramp up the media showing men in an 
even worse light, promoting lesbianism as an alternative, and sick lifestyles like being a drug whore 
or gangbanger in an even more positive light. 


I prefer to say NO, to that nonsense. 
Movies Desensitize Social Problems 


Movies try to manipulate the public by selectively showing the people and their lives. The idea here is 
to desensitize people, a little at a time. What they never show is the truth. The issues these movies 
attempt to minimalize all have one thing in common; they strip away the humanity of the people 
stupid enough to get involved in those situations. They no longer think like you and me. Nothing is 
off limits to them and they regularly engage in extremely evil behavior. The best way I can describe 
the way they view the world is as a big fish eating a smaller fish, which is eating an even smaller fish. 
Their whole way of looking at the world is looking for possible victims while constantly trying to get 
away from people trying to victimize them. Do not under any circumstances ever turn your back on 
someone like this. They can and will put a knife in your back. 


A real life example: I once worked inpatient with some kid that got picked up for crack cocaine use, 
truancy and was given a separate diagnosis of depression. He was forced to be clean while in the 
program and he seemed like a nice, relatively normal kid... doing all the right things to get his life 
back on track. Four days after being released from his court ordered rehab, this fucker threw his 
mother through a plate glass window, killing her, because she wouldn't let him take money from her 
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purse to buy more crack. This is the truth of drug use that you never see in movies. The only one I 
ever saw that was even close was Menace to Society, and that movie was trying to glorify that 
behavior. And it worked to. I'll never forget going to see that movie in a black neighbourhood. There 
was a scene where the protagonist murders a Korean store owner. It was both horrible and accurately 
showed how the average criminal sets up his victim. The entire theatre minus one, burst into laughter 
during that scene. Several people had little kids with them. I don't live there anymore. 


Buffy & Xena 


One interesting thing about both of these shows is they started out OK. The female heroine is a 
legitimate human archetype. You see this very clearly, it being present in various myths, legends and 
other stories in every culture, including our own. Buffy and Xena were good shows with good plot. 
But, somewhere along the way, they were hijacked. The message became more and more anti-men, 
anti-family, pro-lesbian, and pro-evil. Ironically enough, the quality of the plots took a rapid nosedive 
soon after. Let’s face it, women do NOT drive the demographic for TV except the most vapid shows, 
specifically targeting them (i.e. soaps). Its men these shows were popular with.....probably because 
men are attracted to alpha females and the archetype of the rare heroine falls in that category. 


What’s scary is I think this was intentional. Get men hooked on an attractive archtypal 
character.....then subtly manipulate that character to introduce negative qualities that aren’t really 
there, to manipulate men into finding those negative qualities (ie hatred of men, etc) to be desirable. 
Somebody with an agenda and a pop psych degree is behind this. 


Feminism is a Purposefully Destructive Ideology within a Larger Destructive 
Group 


The more we analyze the pattern of feminist ideology, the more clear it becomes that these are NOT 
just misguided people with values that have destructive consequences. What they are doing, they are 
doing on purpose, in a shadowy, manipulative, behind-the-scenes manner. None of the actual issues 
matter to these people (indeed, they tend to flip-flop and have infighting on some issues), but it’s the 
destructive quality they are after, to rot out the very fabric of our society. And feminists are just a 
subgroup of a larger group that seems to be involved with this, that have their dirty fingers in most 
movements, particularly the extreme ones (like BOTH the far right AND the far left). They play them 
off against each other in whatever way furthers their agenda. 


The guys at mensnewsdaily.com have a point. They rightly point out certain links between feminists 
and other dangerous subversive movements. But they are biased and selective at rooting out those 
links. They abuse this phenomenon to beat up on groups they simply disagree with on certain issues, 
while turning a blind eye to people who are playing both sides of the fence in whatever way causes 
the most damage. 
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Three Rules to Follow 


Several groups of very evil (and ignorant) people have worked over several generations to reduce the 
value and status of women to be low. But it's hidden. They are simply being attracted to men that 
have similar attitudes, philosophies and beliefs as them. Most women don't want the loss of status 


that comes with joining the trashcan of society, so they pretend and leach off of men who, looking 
around, see nothing better. Then they pass laws that prevent those men from simply disposing of the 
low quality woman once she is found out. 


The truth is, those low quality women don’t belong in any way, shape or form with high quality men. 
But until men are willing to say no to them the situation will continue. There are three areas it is most 
important to say no to... marriage (and living together, which is really the same thing), children, and 
jobs. 


Whatever you do, don't get married to an American woman. All she wants is to take advantage of 
you, if not outright exploit you. Destroying you and your children is what's on her mind while 
stealing as much of your money as possible. Most women are very, very good at pretending they are 


not like this. You won't know what is going on until you come home, find every single thing from the 
house gone and get served with papers at work. Don't let a woman move in with you. Her only 
purpose is to manipulate you a little at a time, until you are married. If you balk, she will seek 
revenge in some way. Once you let the camel get its head in the tent, it gets all the way in. Then it is 
almost impossible to get her out, and your belongings usually wind up strewn across the desert. It’s a 
good idea not to be monogamous. A woman's manipulation is a joke if you simply ignore her and 
fuck another one of your pearls on a string. She will leave without notice or second thoughts, married 
or not. If you have several girls, this is no big deal. You simply spend time with the others until you 


replace her. Having more than one woman makes other women want you more, not less. 


You must have an iron clad grip on birth control. Almost all of the government help in twisting your 
nuts long term is related to paternity. Avoid the whole issue by having a vasectomy. Talk to your 
doctor about if it can be reversed or not. Have some sperm frozen (only you know about it) if you 
have to. Never tell anyone you are fixed. This guarantees your right to reproductive choice. If you 
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don't reserve the right to choose, the choice will be made for you, usually in a way that destroys 
everyone's life. 


Be very resistant to hiring women or empowering them in any way. Focus on performance issues. A 
handful of women throughout our entire history have traveled with the hunters, instead of the 
mommies. That's normal. But most women in the work force aren't part of that breed. They are 
frauds. Insist on equality in performance and most of these women will come up short. The easiest 
way to handle this is to give women tough, high profile assignments. When they fail, you have a 
ready excuse to get rid of them. If they don't fail, you have one of the rare ones that isn't a fraud. 
They make great tokens. If your boss is the stupid type that lets women in because they might sleep 
with him, take him out and get him laid. Men who are getting it don't want or need the hassle of 
importing pussy at work. If your boss allows women to sleep with him to get promotions, get the dirt 
on him, then (anonymously) let his wife know what is going on, with proof. This gets rid of two birds 
with one stone. The most dangerous weapon an enemy can give you is the knowledge of their vices. 
This is an important thing to know. If you systematically and faithfully destroy your own vices, you 
go a long way toward making yourself invulnerable to your enemies. Take advantage of this disparity 
in power by destroying your enemies utterly. Never give them the opportunity to employ this concept 
against you. 


A Man Must Strive to Prevent Women from Having the Smallest Shred of 
Power Over Him 


The fact that [anti-male] sentiments exist and are widespread is one of the biggest reasons why a 
man, every man, must strive to prevent women from having even the smallest shred of power over 
him. He must build his life and his decisions like a fortress.....create his life with this goal in mind, 
that if he EVER sees even the slightest hint of attitudes like this, from any specific woman, no matter 
in what sphere of his life, he immediately and permanently removes that woman from his life. And he 
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strives to prevent any of his resources from being usurped to support that woman. And his decisions 
are always made in such a way as to reserve that right. 


In practical terms that means no marriage and no living together. It means saying no to almost 
everything a woman asks of you. It means making sure she can’t get pregnant from you. It means not 


hiring women (and hiding that fact). It means not relying on women doctors, lawyers, accountants 
etc. It means voting against any candidate who tries to force you, through various means to support 
these women (ie no welfare, no child support laws, no funky divorce laws, and taxes and government 
spending, especially socialist spending kept to a minimum). 


Women give great lip service to the tired old saying.....a woman needs a man like a fish needs a 
bicycle. But, what a lie that is. Without us, they starve. Let them starve. 


BTW, heterosexual women aren’t the only group that hold attitudes like this, are not even the ones 
that hold these attitudes and agenda the strongest. This is the reality behind the facade of most, if not 
all, groups associated with the far left (and many on the far right). Groups like the ACLU and NOW 
and the pro-life movement. If you wonder why I am so hell bent against gay marriage, it’s because 
that issue isn’t about equality for gays, it’s about the availability of gay marriage serving THIS 
agenda: The destruction of marriage and the family. These people rationalize it (the insanity of this is 
extreme and obvious), by judging this way of life as somehow oppressive and unworthy....in need of 
tearing down to be replaced by something else. But, the truth is, these people are crazy and they hate 
everything and everyone. They know damn well, this is the normal way of doing things and, if you 
destroy it, nothing will replace it. People will suffer and die. That’s their goal. I refuse to cooperate. I 
am not fooled by their emotional and manipulative portrayal of this situation as one of equal rights, 
similar to the one we went through for race. It has nothing to do with that. And never did. 
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Women Should Cultivate Anything That is Typically a Virtue 


(Advice to Women) 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Women should cultivate anything that is typically a virtue...... honesty, commitment, kindness, 
nurturing behavior, focus, reliability. Although the list goes on and on, ALL of the things on that list 
go together. Nobody (and I mean NOBODY) cares that you have a high paying job or lots of 
“interests” or if you are smart, sophisticated, high maintenance, whatever. What they care about is if 
you are a good person. If they add you to their life (and that is what you are asking them to do), will 
you enhance their life or be a detriment. Sadly, almost all women are a detriment, and not in a minor 
way. Most men, who get married, can expect their life to turn to shit, because of direct behaviours 
from their women. No man wants that, and any man who even thinks he might someday want to be 
married, and have a family, is desperately looking for the woman who isn’t like that. If you are that 
RARE woman (I have certainly never met one), you will have your choice of men, and be given 
preference above all others (except by the losers of our society.....drug users, criminals, frat boys, 
most lawyers etc...... losers). Who should you choose? The same type of man who cultivates virtues. 
Although VERY few women are like this, large numbers of men are like this. They are all around 
you. 


Id like to point out that every woman SAYS they are like this, but when you look at their behavior, it 
just doesn’t match up. Nobody cares what you say about how you are. They are judging you on your 
behavior. Only after a man sees by your behavior, that you are just another woman of low worth, 
does he start reducing you to only what your body is. If he had no sex drive, he would probably 
ignore you entirely. If you don’t like that, then you must have something more to offer. That 
something must be of yourself.....not your role, not your status, not your occupation, and certainly 
not your tits, but....who....you...are.....must be noble and worthy. This is an objective criterion, not 
a subjective one. It can be learned and implemented and the rewards for doing so are very great. 


The Woman Who Is The Exception Phenomena 


The woman who is the “exception” phenomena is very dangerous. Because there is always the 
chance that they actually are the exception, it practically demands that you respect that and value 
them. However, I have never actually met a woman like this, but I HAVE met tons of women who 
pretended to be this way. They give incredible lip service to virtues, love and good values. But their 
behaviour gives them away. How a woman acts, both now and in the past, is the true measure of her 
character. It’s a good idea to ignore what they say and watch what they do. 


As for the, finding good women to be female friends thing, BEWARE, women spend a great deal of 
time trying to harm their friends, especially their female friends. You can expect hateful rumours, 
attempts to sleep with your boyfriend, outright stealing from you, and attempts to get you hooked on 
drugs and other charming behaviours. Just like I said for men, ignore what they say and watch what 
they do. And don’t turn your back on them for a second. 
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Women Are Bitches to Nice Girls 


QUOTE "Women are bitches to nice girls they perceive as losers precisely b/c they are nice." -- (a 
female commenter) 


Hahaha.....want to know why they are doing that? Because you are ruining the scam for them. If they 
are a bitch, but you act nice, men will lose all interest in them and transfer it to you, forcing them to 
compete. They hate that. And want to trick you into giving up that behaviour. 


Since you are most certainly in competition with the bitch, under no circumstances should you give 
that up, or anything else that makes you in demand. At this point in time, a great many women are 
stuck in a very negative vibe.....leaving the field wide open, for an ambitious girl who knows what 
she is doing. 
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Feminism Turns Women Into Mere Sex Objects (Advice to 


Women) 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Feminism has created a situation where women are usually useless for anything except sexual 
recreation (many are useless for that too). That is the point of feminism... to marginalize women by 
turning them into whores (has there ever been a society where a whore was anywhere but at the 
bottom?) That's why looks are such a big deal these days. Feminists sold this sick situation by telling 
women that they were doing the opposite. Their behaviours just don't match the goals they give lip 
service to. It's a huge scam. 


I've said it before and I'll say it again. The woman who works very hard at being worth more than the 
use of her body as a fuck toy, has such an incredible advantage over all other woman that she can 
basically pick and choose whomever and whatever she wants. A woman of quality is so rare that men 
(once they figure it out) will run over themselves trying to get to her. Of course, there are a few 
dipshits who just want T & A. But, you don't want them. 


The Measure of a Person's Worth is Their Actions 


QUOTE: "Women only hold the value men assign to them. So, ifmen don’t value our vaginas or 
other parts, then we are probably practically useless to them." 


Lol, you don’t understand women or yourself (let alone men) very well if you think that. The measure 
of a person’s worth, man or woman, is their actions.....what they do with their life, the virtues they 
cultivate and the way they impact the world. EVERY person is in full control of their worth. Further, 
how other people view you has virtually no bearing at all on your worth. You have the sole authority 
and responsibility to judge your own actions. The better you are at doing this and in choosing what 
you do wisely, the more empowered you become. Weak, fucked up people will try to deny what you 
are. But they are nothing to the person who cultivates power this way. Also, unlike the fucked up 
manipulator, a worthy person never lacks for friends, allies and others who will help him. 


This is the difference between a whore and a woman of quality. Most American women choose to be 
whores (and cheap whores at that)....then they wonder why they are of low worth. Too many 
American women aren’t satisfied to just be a whore; they strive to be a $5 crack whore instead of a 
$500 a night high class whore. 


Women Making More Money than Their Husbands 


QUOTE: "I don’t mind making more than my husband. I put that as an example b/c I knew someone 
would say “Height cannot change, but weight can.” Income can also change, and men feel 
uncomfortable with that requirement. It would not matter to me." 
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I think most people who don’t have money have completely the wrong idea about this. A husband 
and wife do not compete or compare when it comes to incomes. Nor does the man bring home the 
bacon while any money the woman has is for play (this is the dominant attitude in couples with 
disposable income). People work together to make money. That’s one of the secrets rich people have. 
It’s how they got rich. Often, you’ll see couples with complementary skills. One spouse has the 
money generating skills (business person, or professional usually) and the other has the money 
management skills (typically lawyer, accountant or real estate broker). If you are a man or a woman 
and you want wealth from your marriage, THAT’S the way to get it. 


This is an example of what I mean by neurosis when it comes to choosing men that most women 
have. It is completely appropriate for a woman to have certain reasonable standards when it comes to 
income. Pretty much, you have to have a job and you have to have a roof over your head. Why? 
Because a man who doesn’t is usually an omega male....and outcast, drug dealer, wife beater...... a 
loser. What a woman should look for in a man are skills, goals, and focus.....particularly those that 
are in line with her own. For example, say you just happen to be a lawyer, you probably would want 
to hook up with another professional, say an accountant. Together, you live well below your means 
and invest your extra income in a business and use your collective skills to nurture it. You will make 
more money than God. 


But that’s not what most women do. Having no real interest in money at all, they know that men who 
have a lot of money are rare and SIMPLY WANT THE STATUS OF BEING WITH A RARE MAN. 
Who cares if he actually sucks as a man? Or worse, she wants to steal his money. Any way you slice 
it, that’s a recipe for disaster. 


Men should ALWAYS show a woman he has tons of skills, well developed (written) goals and a 
laser-like focus. But, he must be very careful to keep the fact that he has money well hidden. It 
attracts the wrong type of woman. 


Responsibility and Power Go Hand in Hand 


Responsibility and power go hand in hand. Any time you become a source of solutions to people’s 
problems or become vital to meeting their needs, you become important to them. Often they don’t 
notice until there is a disagreement and your voice carries more weight than theirs because they need 
you more than you need them. 


In the last couple of generations, most women have simply lost interest in those behaviours that meet 
the needs of those around them and instead, focus on behaviours that are mostly useless. For 
example, many women ignore the behaviours that go with marriage and family (although near 100% 
of women will get married and/or have a family) to spend their time and effort on a career. But they 
never bother to ask themselves if their “career” is important. In other words, is the work they are 
doing meeting the vital needs of other people. Mostly, the answer is no, and they simply can’t 
understand why this situation doesn’t meet their desire for importance, wealth, status and power. 
Worse, the lack of behaviours in the family situation completely disempowers them from being able 
to choose what happens with that situation. The kids become fucked up. The marriage deteriorates. It 
isn’t important to her and she isn’t important to it. The whole thing....job, husband, family, becomes 
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a dissatisfying mess. The average woman (ie more women then not) simply wander off, and then the 
real problems start. This is a grim situation for all involved but worst of all for the woman. An older, 
divorced woman, tied down with kids, in a nowhere dead-end job is best described as 
marginalized....with no options for the future and no self-esteem. Most women are headed there and 
FAST. And they don’t even know it. 


Any person can avoid that fate by doing the opposite. Decide what you want out of life, make goals, 
AND WRITE THEM DOWN, keep track of daily behaviours you take to make those goals manifest. 
Move your focus away from appearances and ego, and useless, time wasting behaviours and focus on 
specific problem solving and being of service to society. Don’t get a job unless you desperately need 
the money, have a legitimate career or (best of all) own a business. Whatever you do, make sure the 
work you are doing is important. If it is mostly busy work, make changes immediately (let the 99% of 
people who are directionless schlubs, do the busy work). 


But, most important of all, decide early and for certain if you want marriage and a family (if you are a 
hardcore career girl that is actually going places instead of just fooling herself, you have a difficult 
choice to make) and how that will fit into your life. Ignore appearances, fantasies and bullshit and 
choose a man based on substance and character, whose goals match your own. Who is an asset (your 
spouse is usually your first, most important and most valuable asset.....or your worst, most horrible 
liability) Figure it out early in life (unfortunately for women, the later in life you figure it out, the 
worse off you will be) and go after it with iron willed determination. Then, focus the lion’s share of 
your effort, time and attention on your marriage and family. You MUST make your marriage 
permanent, loving, fulfilling and sane. You MUST socialize your children. Not doing so makes you 
worthless. 


Feminism Pushes the Whore/Customer Model 


I see the increasing tendency of women to follow the whore/customer model (formally or informally) 
as a big part of the problem and as a major part of the feminist agenda. There is a weird double 
standard with this. They don’t actually want men to have access to sex outside of marriage as a way 
to break their wives use of sex as a method of manipulation but they want to protect the ability of 
women to follow the lifestyle of a prostitute as a way to destroy the very fabric of families as an 
institution. I see this as one of the schisms in the feminist movement. 


Prostitution is an extremely destructive thing to a culture when it is allowed to grow beyond a certain 
point. Bluntly, whores epitomize the very worst qualities in women. Too much 
patronage/normalization of this and women as a whole in that culture take on those traits, more and 
more. To a large extent, that’s what is happening in our own culture. 


The family is the traditional tool used by every culture to encourage positive values and loving, 
stable, nurturing relationships. Anything that threatens that is a bad thing. Just because whores are 
upfront and honest (yeah right) about what they desire from you doesn’t mean that sort of 
relationship is desirable or even acceptable. The problem is so many women wanting to be like those 
whores. That should be discouraged. Giving money to a whore encourages those values, not only in 
her but in all women. Far better to treat a woman like a whore but make sure she gets nothing in the 
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bargain. There are plenty of women that will let you do this to them. Making sure you get what you 
want out of them but that it is not a profitable (pun intended) exchange for them is a way to get what 
you want while discouraging the behavior as a whole. The goal should be to make those women think 
wistfully about being married to a devoted, caring husband who loves them. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Most Feminacentrist Statement of the 20th Century 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Just a little 
closer. 


x 


a 


; "Women have always been the primary victims of war. 
Women lose their husbands, their fathers, their sons in combat. Women often have to flee from the 
only homes they have ever known. Women are often the refugees from conflict and sometimes, more 
frequently in today's warfare victms. Women are often left with the responsibility, alone, of raising 
the children" -- Hillary Clinton at the First Ladies' Conference on Domestic Violence in San 
Salvador, El Salvador, November 17, 1998 


You dead and maimed guys are so lucky! 


This speech is incredibly insidious. On the surface it's about women suffering as the unseen victims 
of war (the grain of truth to this lie). But there is a hell of alot implied by the way she chose to say it. 


Troll.me 
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1) Absolutely no mention of the men who died or were maimed in this war. The implication is that 
their suffering is separate from their women and isn't worth mentioning. 


2) There is a very strong implication that women had nothing to do with a war. It was a needless 
thing (caused by the thoughtless actions of men) that harms them. Actually, most wars are fought to 
protect women. History is one long string of good men sacrificing themselves to protect their women 
and children from bad people. 


3) She mentions refugees as if they are only composed of women. 


4) She comes right out and says the women are the primary victims of war. This isn't true. The 
primary victims of war are all the people killed by bullets, bombs and other horrors. These are mostly 
men. Not only are women secondary victims of war, but there are a hell of a lot of men and children 
that are also secondary victims. 


5) The only time the loss of men is mentioned is how their deaths affect the women emotionally, and 
more importantly, financially. The irony is completely lost on her. The women she is speaking to 
probably care much more that they lost someone they loved rather than someone who took care of 
them. Obviously, Clinton can't see that. It never occurs to her. I bet more than one woman at the 
conference had a strange look on her face, thinking, what the heck is this gringa talking about? Why 
is she talking about unimportant stuff? I lost my husband. I loved him! 


Guys, this fool was/is looking to be our next president. If you think laws and politics enable women 
now, imagine what it would be like after 4 years with her at the helm. 


Dishonesty at N.O.W. 


The term dishonest implies that NOW has a legitimate agenda and is just willing to fight dirty to 
promote it. More and more it’s becoming clear that this isn’t true. These are deeply evil people doing 
everything in their power to hurt everyone they can, ESPECIALLY women. Every single issue they 
promote, they take the position most likely to hurt people, no matter how bizarre or unlikely, going to 
incredible lengths to make their wacko position seem reasonable. They are almost satanic in their 
promotion of abortion (as in, they want women to have as many abortions as possible and celebrate 
it) .While legitimate issues of women’s rights go unchampioned, they spend all their time trying to 
strip rights away from men. 


Good Job on the Stats! 

QUOTE: JUSTICE SYSTEM BIAS: Even though the amount of the average “child support payment” 
due from women is half the amount due from men, and even though women are twice as likely as men 
to default on those payments, fathers are 97% of “child support” collections prosecutions [Census 


Bureau] 


I had no idea of that stat. It’s an important one, IMHO and illustrates quite nicely how the whole 
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“deadbeat dad” issue is a total lie. 


QUOTE: HIGHER EDUCATION: There are more than 200 all-female colleges for women and now 
not one single all-male college for men. 5.8% fewer men than women are enrolled in 4 year colleges, 
even though two thirds of those who score higher than 550 in SAT Math are males. In 1993 only 
44.5% of college enrolments were men, and that figure has declined since then. Only 45.8% of of 
bachelor’s degrees were conferred to men in 1992, even though 98.2% of the top fiftieth percentile of 
the GRE are men, and ZERO PERCENT of American high school girls correctly answered 28 out of 
67 TIMSS advanced math questions. Only 38.4% of private 4 year college students were men as of 
1990, and this figure has declined since then. 


I personally have run into this bit of discrimination. There was a time when I approached the Chicago 
School of Professional Psychology about their PsyD. Program. Even though I had GRE scores in the 
99 percentile, high grades, published research and good references, they passed me over. Almost all 
of students there are women. More importantly, all of the women I knew who went to that school 
(including my own fiancé, at the time) had below average scores, grades and were missing research 
achievements (supposedly very important) like mine. I approached the head of the board that screens 
applicants (a woman) and was very rudely rebuffed. Perhaps I should have sued them. Of course, 
knowing what I know now, I would NEVER choose to enter the field of Clinical Psychology. 


QUOTE: CHILD VIOLENCE: Even though mothers commit 55% of child murders and biological 
fathers commit 6%, even though NIS-3 shows that Mother-only households are 3 times more fatal to 
children than Father-only households, children are systematically removed from the natural fathers 
who are their most effective protectors and men are imprisoned at rate 20 times that of women. 


This reminds me of that TV commercial showing a father and a little girl holding hands and acting in 
a loving manner, while the word Abuser is printed on his back, to be seen by a woman, with a caption 
urging people to report men even if they just mildly suspect abuse. The commercial is an obvious 
attempt to cause harm to normal families without abuse and a strong father role model. It 
conveniently ignores the fact that most abuse (and by far, the worst abuse) comes from women, not 


men. Of men and women, women are the ones who no longer feel the strong bond that makes 
harming a child, taboo....not men. That is sad and disturbing. And I can think of no stronger 
argument for the fact that women are the problem in society....not men. Further, of the men who DO 
abuse, almost all of them are omega males. The commercial shows the nice, white, middle class, 
respectable dad as the abuser. But the truth is, it’s the drug using, lower income, criminal record 
scumbag that is the abuser. Unfortunately, minorities are over represented in this population. 


Good job on the stats. 


Women Are Lying About Wanting to be Empowered 
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Click Pic for "The Fish and The Bicycle" 


The problem here is women are totally lying about wanting to be empowered. To have power, one 
must have independence and be self-reliant. This is the exact opposite of what women and children 
have been for most of human history. Instead of being independent and self-reliant (ie having power) 
they have been dependent and relied on men for everything. In return, there is a bunch of stuff they 
are expected to give men.....certain roles they must perform for the system to work. 


Now, getihack in the kitchen 


| 

ee ~ - 
and makelmea sammich. 
IOANHASGHEEZEURGER.COM iS £ $ Now, a handful of women have always been an 
exception. I can totally see how more women would want to have power by becoming self-reliant and 
independent. BUT THAT’S NOT WHAT THEY ARE DOING! Instead, they want to be empowered 
but still rely and depend on men for everything. They think they can do this by creating various ways 
and means to force us to take care of them, both as individuals and a society, without giving anything 
in return. They don’t want marriage but they still want money from men via alimony and child 
support. They want to vote but don’t exercise wisdom in what they vote for. They want jobs but are 
pathetic as employees, but God forbid you fire them, you’ll get sued (plus they will trade sex for 
promotions). 


The cure of course is to refuse to give them anything they haven’t earned. Right now they are 
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completely full of shit when it comes to empowerment. Force them to not be full of shit. Give them 
jobs but fire them if they perform poorly. Don’t marry them under conditions where they bail from 
marriage in large numbers but force men to continue paying. 


In other words, say NO to them. They want things from men. Tell them no. They want to be 


empowered. That means getting things for themselves. It most certainly doesn’t mean getting things 
from men but not giving anything for them in return. 


Women Only Have What Rights Men Give to Them 


Women are as Independent as a Tropical Fern in a Greenhouse in Iceland 


Women only have what rights we give them. The real core of the problem with women is other men. 
The men who open their wallets in a snivelling desire to get laid. The men who pass foolish 
draconian laws to solve problems that don’t exist. The men who promote women in return for sexual 
favours. The men who marry obviously inferior women. And most of all, the men who swallow the 
most outrageous of lies, rather than bother to think critically about what is happening both to them 
and everyone around them. 


The bottom line is women have no real power, no intrinsic power. They are totally, completely and 
permanently dependant on men for power. This situation is deeply rooted in our biology and not 
going to change because some wacko broads think it should. We created this hobgoblin ourselves, 
feed it and keep it alive despite it’s obviously odious nature. The very moment we stop, it will 
evaporate in a puff of smoke. Women know this. Their biggest fear is we will wake up and know it 
too. 


America is Not a Socialist Country? 
QUOTE: "America is not a Socialist country. In fact we are the LEAST socialist country on earth. We 


have the lowest taxes of any developed country so I don’t know where you guys keep getting this 
socialist crap from. 
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Feminist is one thing, Socialist is another." 


You guys are right, I really should be more careful in what I mean, but there is no specific term for it. 
For example, communism is a dirty word. But not because there is anything wrong with that model 
(even though it is a bit unrealistic). What makes communism a dirty word are the specific PEOPLE 
who identify themselves with communism, give lip service to that system but are involved in all sorts 
of crazy shit that isn’t too related to the values they supposedly hold. Socialism has a very similar 
thing going on in a great many countries but hasn’t yet been revealed as being quite as bad. Here in 
the US, although the same people are involved with the same pattern of behavior, they don’t call 
themselves socialists. They call themselves liberals. Part of the problem is these malevolent shadow 
players adopt a name with a well defined set of goals and values to hide what they are doing. Their 
goals, values and behaviours are way out of line with what the name implies. The biggest example of 
this I can think of is feminism. 


The specific part of the “socialist” agenda I’m talking about is the forced redistribution of wealth by 
centralized violence via alimony/child support and the attempt to dilute/remove the family as the 
prime source of socialization and values for children and replace them with the government 
(conveniently replacing good values with ones the socialists need to manipulate people with that are 
quite frankly immoral). Also, through various means they have set up a system where a person can be 
a very low quality human being and still survive, even thrive and multiply. They have removed many 
of the perks a person gets for being a good person. The biggest one of these is being treated with 
preference and respect by women. That prize now goes to men who are scum....thanks to direct 
manipulation and brain washing by these people. 


Although centralization is a key element of what these people are about, that isn’t their defining 
characteristic. And you are right, the US is much less socialistic (in the real sense of the word) than 
many other countries. The defining characteristic is the ABUSE of that centralization. ...turning it 
away from its intended purpose (usually leaving that purpose unfulfilled) to serve a fucked up 
purpose. They hijack our institutions and twist them to evil ends. 


Although removing all elements of socialism from our society would solve the problem, it would also 
bring about other problems. Perhaps it would be better to say that we need to regain control of those 
institutions from these evil bastards and reform them. However, certain socialistic institutions are 
highly inappropriate and have always been abused harshly and their reason for being was mostly a 
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lie. Child support and alimony are right at the top of the list for that. 
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Prostitution 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


I think the only way prostitution could ever work would be to use price fixing and extremely rigid 
controls to make sure that AIDS isn’t spread everywhere and that the criminal element wouldn’t dare 
run the show. Basically, what we have now is that the criminal element in the US runs prostitution, 
which is heavily entwined with drugs. It’s also the only way a normal man (i.e. a non-intravenous 
drug using heterosexual) can reasonably expect to catch AIDS. 


If they can’t solve those two problems, they can’t legalize it. If they want to try, they should start 
small, like what they have in Nevada. 


If you don’t fix the price, you will have most women abandoning all pretence of family and 
respectable living to make thousands of dollars a night as a prostitute. Of course, once they reach age 
30 and can’t work anymore, society will pick up the tab for taking care of them. I mean, we already 
have a huge problem in this country where too large a percentage of our best looking women choose 
to strip instead of becoming normal decent folk. Most of these get hooked on drugs and become the 
absolute worst of the worst when it comes to women. How would you like that to become most 
women? Women are bad but most aren’t that bad. Uncontrolled, legalized prostitution would make 
most women as bad as the average crack whore. 


The Problems with Whores 


The problem with a whore is she takes the obnoxious high risk behavior women engage in to 
ridiculous extremes. Even with all the crap women do, few are having sexual contacts into the 
hundreds per year with complete lack of restrictions. However, all whores do this. And a whore that 
will have sex with you for money will happily have sex with a high risk man, without a 
condom....for more money. Anyplace (like the United States, for example) where being whore is all 
about letting men beat you in exchange for speedy drugs, you are almost guaranteed to be exposed to 
AIDS, many other diseases almost as deadly/nasty, not to mention the criminal element. Just say NO 
to any westernized woman who has ever worked in the sex for money industry in any capacity. 
Although every woman has a screw loose, these women have 90% of their screws loose. Quite 
frankly, your chances of being exposed to AIDS is close to nil, unless you specifically go looking for 
it by screwing prostitutes or specifically seek out the IV drug user crowd or if you have sex with men. 


I cannot comment on the sex for money scene outside the US but I think it’s asking for trouble. 
Definitely, not something you should even consider unless you spend a significant amount of time 
investigating the real risks involved. The problem though is there are people with an agenda who 
don’t want you to have access to that scene, who lie about the risks (which, of course makes people 
doubt the risk is real). But, there are also people involved in the scene who lie the other way about the 
risks because denial is a big part of how they handle those risks. The truth is there is significant 
risk.....of catching AIDS (I actually know a guy who died of AIDS this way), of catching something 
else just as bad, of being robbed etc., and lots of other stuff. Anyone who tells you different is 
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LYING. What you need is truthful information that allows you to plan behaviors that minimize your 
risk. If you can’t or simply won’t do that, then the price in terms of risk is probably unacceptably 
high. 


Personally, I wouldn’t consider an American prostitute under any circumstances. They are the worst 
women on the planet and I’d enter a monastery before I let one of those sick bitches even touch me. I 
might consider a woman from one of the eastern countries like this but only if she was of such high 
quality that I would never see a woman like that here, let alone screw her. And I would only do that if 
I spent a hell of a lot of time minimizing my risk and networking with guys who frequent that specific 
scene and know what they are doing. 


Would You Strip Down in a Room with a Crack Addict? 


Let me ask you. Would you strip down in a room alone with a crack addict who has been arrested 
numerous times for violent crimes? Because that is exactly the type of person you are with when you 
get a prostitute. I can almost guarantee you will be exposed to AIDS, herpes, hepatitis, TB, and a host 
of other things you wouldn’t wish on your worst enemy. This person belongs to the criminal 
subculture....a part of society it is very important to avoid all contact with, because it exists for the 
sole purpose of hurting normal folks. There is also the additional issue that many prostitutes don’t 
live that lifestyle by choice. They are actually slaves. Some are girls from the very worst situations 
domestically. Many have actually been tricked and then kidnapped into leaving a foreign country and 
then put to work in the sex trade. A great many strippers fall into that category. Do you really want to 
be a part of that.....hanging out with the Russian mob so you can have sex with an AIDS infected 
slave, and pay out the nose for it? Things are tough in the dating scene. But they’re not THAT tough. 


Previous / Index / Next 


"Prostitution is not a result of social conditions, but of some cause deep in the nature of women; 
prostitutes who have been "reclaimed" frequently, even if provided for, return to their old way of 
life... . I may note finally, that prostitution is not a modern growth; it has been known from the 
earliest times, and even was a part of some ancient religions, as, for instance, among the 
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Phoenicians. 


Prostitution cannot be considered as a state into which men have seduced women. Where there is 
no inclination for a certain course, the course will not be adopted. Prostitution is foreign to the 
male element, although the lives of men are often more laborious and unpleasant than those of 
women, and male prostitutes are always advanced sexually intermediate forms. The disposition for 
and inclination to prostitution is as organic in a woman as is the capacity for motherhood." - Otto 
Weininger, Motherhood and Prostitution, Sex and Character 
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Women in Power 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


I used to work the night shift as part of the zombie squad for the inpatient mental health hospital for 
Cook County (Chicago). One night I walked in, went over the charts, got the patients settled and 
started to create the next day’s treatment plans, when I notice a black cane in the corner. Now, having 
knowledge of various things like weapons and knowing that many of our patients are criminal scum, I 
was immediately suspicious. I pick it up thinking it’s probably a zip gun smuggled on the unit by 
some dangerous psycho and start fiddling with it. Eventually, I discover it is actually a hidden storage 
device and extract four or five vials filled with brandy of all things. Of course, I write it up in the duty 
log and secure the cane in a locked cabinet. By morning, the next shift shows up and I explain what 
happened to one of the women who is taking over for me. I find out.....1t’s HER cane! She turns as 
white as a ghost as I explain what I found and then goes into this long bullshit explanation about how 
she bought it at a garage sale and had no idea what was inside (boy is she a lousy liar). I’m 

like...... alcoholic. Anyway, over the next week, I notice that several of the patients are using the 
cane (note, neither the patients, nor the female staffers need a cane to walk with. ...all being young 
and relatively healthy). So, I start to lean on the patients and discover that this wacko staffer is 
trading the alcohol in the cane to male patients in exchange for sex and drugs. I immediately reported 
this to my superior (another woman) and the head of the clinic system (still another woman). A 
month later, I left that job to work on my doctorate. But a year or so later, what do I find, but the 
female staffer who was doing this sick shit was promoted to the head of that individual clinic while 
my old superior was made head of the entire system. That system crashed less than a year later 
leaving no services for the severely mentally ill in all of Cook County (at least those who don’t have 
money) for quite some time. 


This is a clear and specific example of just how big a mistake it is to promote women into positions 
of power and what happens when you do. 


Most People Who Work in Community Health are Insane 
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Most of the people who work in community mental 
health are completely insane.....that includes almost all of the people working on the master’s level, 
especially in counselling and social work. It was because of these people that I abandoned my career 
in Clinical Psychology and went for the doctorate in Chiropractic instead. 


Some examples of the behavior I saw among staff working inpatient community mental health: 
First off, the main offices were located in the worst, most dangerous urban environment I’ve ever 
seen (and I’ve been to a lot of shitholes in my time). I kept my Glock on me at all times there. 


One male staffer got caught on three separate occasions, getting blowjobs from male patients. All 
three were HIV positive. 


Another male staffer, had sex with a number of female drug addicts who were slated for release into 
rehab (they were prostitutes). 


A female staffer had a former patient living with her as her lover. He was an ex-con (for murder), 
heavy drug user (also HIV positive), incredibly violent, and had been inpatient for a psychotic break, 
with a long history of violence during his psychotic episodes. 


I caught this same staffer dispensing meds to patients that they had no prescription for (a felony). 
When I told her to stop, she screamed for over an hour about how I dare tell her how to do her job. 
Supervisor did nothing. 


Another staffer traded bourbon with patients for crack cocaine. Although I brought this to the 
attention of the highest levels of management (all women), they did nothing and eventually promoted 
this woman to run the entire inpatient system (a very high level, highly paid government job). 
Although all government jobs require mandatory drug testing in the city, ours was mysteriously 
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overlooked in the testing system. 


My immediate superior had been caught several times, having sex with employees under her, on the 
physical plant grounds. 


Two female staffers told me this bizarre story one day (one was the drug user....go figure) about how 
they saw a flying saucer that whizzed all around the facility grounds (nightshift) until stopping barely 
a few feet from them and whizzing away.....I shit you not. 


Once, I had to escort one of the female staffers home because her ex-husband was threatening to kill 
her. 


Lastly, the entire system was, in my opinion, a scam. Very few of our patients were of the legitimate, 
mental illness variety (even though we were the centralized mental health facility for a major 
metropolitan area). Some of the patients had mental illness like symptoms that were completely the 
result of crack cocaine use (ie, after a couple of weeks of rehab, they became symptom free, even in 
serious cases). But most of the patients were simple crack addicts who were homeless. At the cost of 
thousands and thousands of dollars, we warehoused these yahoos for a bit before moving them in and 
out of rehab and trying fruitlessly to place them in outpatients systems (drug use makes you ineligible 
you see...... means you are out on the street). They were in no way interested in anything except 
doing crack and just running the system to get a roof over their head (you aren’t allowed in the 
shelters if you are using drugs...they test). A typical example would be one of these yahoos being 
picked up by the cops. An ambulance (at least $2 thousand dollars each trip) would transport them to 
our facility where they would stay inpatient (about a grand a day) until they were “stable” enough to 
be placed outpatient or they decompensated and had to be hospitalized ($2-3 grand a day). All for 
someone who isn’t mentally ill. As far as I could see, these wastes of life completely pushed out all 
the legitimate patients. Which tells me that the people designing the system are the most insane of all. 


The system is insane and any person who tells you they work in that system is probably insane too. If 
not, they soon will be. 
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Related: 
Boycott Those Who Disrespect Men 
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Ritalin and Abusive Schools 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


This is more than just typical gender bias coming to play. It's 
hardcore child abuse. Its cooperation among mothers, female teachers and a handful of doctors to get 
children hooked on dangerous drugs (Ritalin is amphetamine, speed). The DEA is considering 
restricting Ritalin prescription, the same way it restricts Valium, for the same reason... wide spread 
abuse leading to recreational use by prescription. Also, Ritalin is one of the most common things 
used to make crystal meth. It's a widespread problem in schools. Typically, a woman will drag her 
son to doctor after doctor until she gets one that agrees to prescribe it... because most know damn 
well the kid does not have ADD and the mother is trying to use drugs to zone out her kid so she can 
spend her time eating bon bons, drinking, smoking crack, screwing drug dealers or whatever else she 
does instead of watching her children. 


Understand that very bad people have infiltrated our schools with the deliberate intent to harm 
children. This is one of those ways. The deliberate with-holding of education is another. A third is 
attempting to brainwash children to accept sick and perverted ideals that are specifically at odds with 
what their parents want for them. Many women are only too glad to cooperate, unfortunately. 
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Probably the most effective deug I could recommend 


for your childs prololems is Ritalin. 


ADD is actually a rather rare condition that is related to to two things... mild to severe mental 
retardation and drug use. Those commercials you see on TV about possible adult ADD never mention 
that drug use (and severe alcohol abuse) is almost the exclusive cause of adult ADD. In children, you 
almost never see ADD (separate from drug use) except in mildly retarded children that got that way 
because their mothers drank heavily or smoked crack while pregnant. 


If your ex-wife is attempting to abuse your children by getting dangerous prescription drugs or 
surgery for them, you need to get your lawyer on the phone double quick and get an order to cease 
and desist. Threaten to use it to take away custody (if she won't stop, challenge custody). This issue 
will come up with frightening regularity. 


Abusive Schools 


Many teachers know exactly what they are doing by indoctrinating children. They do it on purpose... 
because they hate men and because they are intentionally trying to be subversive. 


Click Pic for "Rites of Passage: Making Boys into Men" 
What's going on is most female teachers (especially the lesbian ones) and many male teachers are 
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intentionally trying to instill certain values in the children they teach. They purposefully go against 
what most parents want their kids to absorb and much of what they are trying to program into our 
kids is deviant. They mask what they are doing under political correctness. 


Typically, what they do is talk about something perfectly reasonable on the surface. Then, the 
moment you have your back turned, they throw in a bunch of deviant stuff. 


For example, there is a big movement to separate out religion from government and our schools. It's 
perfectly reasonable to want no religion to have undo influence over our government or be taught as 
doctrine in our schools. But that's not what they are after. What they are after is to have the principals 
of atheism be dominant in government and be taught as doctrine in our schools. They actively attempt 
to shame and stamp out belief in God. 


A weird twist on this theme is attempting to expose impressionable youths to Islam, Wicca, and other 
tenants that have a strong sick streak running through them. Specifically, what they do is portray 
these in an extremely idealistic light, never mentioning the strong undercurrent of evil flowing 
through those. One thing those kids will never be shown is the legions dancing around and cutting 


themselves and their neighbours with knives, like certain of the Islamic sects do (nothing to see here). 
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Other things they try to instil in kids... the 
idea that abortion is completely right morally, tolerance of the behaviours that lead to the spread of 
AIDS, promiscuity, homosexuality as a lifestyle choice (rather than a biological fact, for a small 
percentage of the population), the idea that men are inferior and woman are superior, that America is 
a country causing most of the evil in the world, tolerance of drug use, tolerance of pedophilia, the fact 
that certain minorities are over-represented in prison, and have other social problems, is the result of 
racism rather than choices they made, promiscuity is OK, acting like a man is not OK. The list goes 
on and on. 


Schools are spending more and more time socializing kids in ways their parents would not approve of 
and less time educating those kids (this includes college, in a big way). 
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Worse, teachers feel quite smug about doing things to your kids in direct opposition to your rights as 
a parent. The whole issue of abortion without parental consent is one example. Another is 
vaccination. In most cases, the law is on your side, but unless you come right out and threaten the 
teacher with being arrested or sued, they won't stop. 


Several people I know have had to do this to put an end to abuse of their children in school... 
anywhere from medical abuse to trying to get the kids thrown out of school for supposed 
misbehaviour (that turned out to be nothing more than the teacher simply not liking the kid). 


It's a big, big issue that is mostly hidden. Having your kid inappropriately diagnosed as ADD and 
then force fed dangerous amphetamines and/or barbiturates, is only the tip of the iceberg. 


Seriously, if you have kids, you need to keep VERY close tabs on what is happening to them in 
school. You'll run into everything from psycho man-hating bitches telling him he is a dumbass every 
5 minutes, to some mincing, child hungry pedophile putting the moves on him during gym class. 


Schools are dangerous for children. 


Subversive Teachers 


One of the things that bothered me the most was discovering (by meeting these people in my own 
social circles) that feminists (particularly lesbian feminists) are actively seeking careers as teachers 
with the specific intent of promoting feminist, anti-man, ideology. To quote one chick, we are being 
subversive. We want kids to have our values, not their parents’ values. The implication was that their 
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parents’ values were sick, while theirs were good. There are two problems with this. It is completely 
disrespectful and in no way their place, to make such a decision for children who aren’t theirs. The 
other problem is the parents values are actually normal (that’s why their lives are fulfilling, stable and 
sane) while the lesbians’ values are totally fucked up (that’s why their lives are miserable, unstable 
and constantly filled with insane situations). 


We need to pass strict laws on what teachers are allowed to do in the classroom. Children are sent to 
school to learn skills and knowledge, not (usually sick) social conditioning. 


The Benefits of Boys Only Schools 


Boys want girls but girls only want boys who are part of the criminal class of society (their mothers 
taught them that boys like this are desirable by choosing men who are like this). Boys from that class 
can barely read. So, to avoid becoming low status, boys avoid all those things that are connected with 
being a normal, educated man. They start getting involved with things that attract girls, like drug use 
and gang violence. They’ve seen their mother kick out their father and spend time with every loser on 
the planet, so they think that’s what a successful man is all about. An unsuccessful man was their 
father who wanted to stay but was forced away and probably victimized financially by mom (ie he’s 
powerless, a loser, a failure). And people wonder why young boys want to emulate the criminal? 


By having a boy’s only school, the men who ran it were able to control what brought a boy status. 
Gee, what surprise, academic success brings status in that environment so boys there seek it. That 
would have ended with the first girl student admitted. 


If it was the straight A student/captain of the football team that was popular with girls, things would 


be different. Instead, it’s the failing drug addict smoking pot behind the gym while cutting classes. If 
he’s carrying a gun, he’s even more attractive. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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"If the classroom situation is very heteropatriarchal -- a large beginning class of 50 to 60 
students, say, with few feminist students -- I am likely to define my task as largely one of 
recruitment...of persuading students that women are oppressed." -- said Professor Joyce 
Trebilcot of Washington University in Who Stole Feminism: How Women Have Betrayed Women. 


"Give us the child for 8 years and it will be Bolshevik forever." -- V.I. Lenin 


"We must declare openly what is concealed, namely, the political function of the school...It is to 
construct communist society." -- V.I. Lenin 


Further Reading: 
A New Kind Of Bigotry 


Phonics: Learning to Read — by Angry Harry 
Why Did Teachers Adopt Poor Teaching Methods? -- by Angry Harry 


Stop Helping the Boys! — by Angry Harry 
Sexual Psychology - Part One: Working Class Heroes - Puberty 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 63 of 744 


Humanity Transmitted Through the Generations (Tattoos, The 


Bible, Fatherlessness) 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


; s : -= Unfortunately for us, our behaviours aren't hard 
wired like those of many animals. Humans have free will. Most of what we are is transmitted from 
person to person when we raise children. All you need to do to know this is so, is to look at what 
happens when people refuse to raise their children (uncomfortably common). The children grow up 
feral. Most of the parts are there. But they aren't working right. Something of that child's basic 
humanity is missing. Sometimes, it is something quite large that is missing. 


The point is, that John Grey (geee, could this guy be more of a closet homosexual trying to subvert 
marriage and family) crap about men and women being different, so most conflicts are caused by 
miscommunications, is a total Jie. Yes, there are biological differences. They pale in comparison to 


the socialized differences. But, men and women were designed to be together. Our makeup, on all 
levels, is created in such a way that we fit together. 


Click Pic for "The Masculine Principle" 
Before all this shit started to happen (somewhere around WWII is my best guess), men and women 
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had been together relatively harmoniously for a loooooong time. Each chose the other based on the 
quality of person they were and worked hard to survive, thrive, and most importantly, refine what it 
means to be human and pass that on to the next generation. 


That process has stopped cold. Although there were slight hints of it in our parents and our 
grandparents’ generation, it's gone hog wild in our generation. The fact that men and women are 
different has absolutely nothing to do with the fact that they are "poisoning the well" of human 
goodness, en masse. They are denying our basic humanity. The results are everywhere to see in our 
society. The message is very clear; they only want men who will cooperate in this sick agenda. 


People Can Choose Anything They Want To... But They Can't Choose the 
Consequences 


The Choices 
We Make 


\I7 
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Feral isn’t a good term. It implies that people have returned to a wild, 
natural state, much like a pet will if you abandon it. Savage is a better term. A good portion of what a 
human is (which is different from every other creature on the planet), is a matter of choice. When we 
raise children, we can choose to put good things or bad things into them. When they get older, they 
can choose what they bring into themselves. It’s been this way since homo-sapiens first swung down 
out of the trees and chose to live like men, not animals. We can choose to live like good men or bad 
men. Unlike animals, that choice isn’t made for us already by our biology. It’s the source of our 
power and also the source of our folly...... depending on the natural consequences of the choices we 
make. 


Myo ncreasingly, women are choosing to bring bad things 
into themselves and to pass on those bad things to their children. They look for men WHO WILL 
ASSIST THEM IN THIS TASK. At the very least, they shirk their responsibility to bring good things 
into themselves and put good things into children. Instead, they let random people influence 
themselves and their children. A lot of evil people know about this and seek to exploit this situation 
for various ends (for example, gangs, pimps, drug dealers, and other miscellaneous scum). 
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One thing that REALLY pisses women off is when you point out the specific consequences of things 
they do. They get highly offended, thinking you are trying to manipulate them (being huge 
manipulators, they think everyone else is too). There is a grain of truth to this. Often, when someone 
is trying to manipulate you, they will punish you with shame and anger, anything to attach a negative 
emotion onto whatever it is they want to change for their benefit. They are a bit vague and ambiguous 
on the connection. You should/should not do that thing. Why? Because it’s right/wrong. What they 
mean by right is what they want. What they mean by wrong is what they don’t want. But this isn’t 


what I’m talking about. 


People can choose to do anything they want to. But they can’t choose the consequences. That’s what 
I’m talking about. Women constantly get these two things confused. They want to be free to do 
whatever thing they want AND to choose the consequences. This isn’t possible. It’s like someone 
jumping off a building and expecting not to fall. 


The ingenuity of men is one long history of using superior understanding to seem to break the laws of 
nature for some benefit. But it’s only an illusion. What’s actually happening is men learn more laws 
of nature and combine them to get a different outcome. For example, if you jumped off a building 
with a parachute, you might get a completely different consequence. That’s great. It’s why MEN 
have been the ones to build everything of consequence for the last several thousand years. 


But women see this and are fooled. They see the man jumping off the building in a parachute and 
landing safely. So, they insist, it’s OK to just jump off. After a few have fallen to their death, they 
start screaming at men to do something. They get royally pissed when you hand them a parachute, 
and they throw it away, usually screaming about how worthless you are the whole time. A few more 
fall to their deaths. Finally, the men throw their hands up in frustration and walk away. 
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Some get so fed up, they leave and cross the mountain range to the next tribe over. They strike up a 


conversation with a local girl and mention the parachute they invented. The girl smiles and 


says. ....00000h, a parachute, how does it work, can I try it? 
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Just because it's a Bible quote doesn't make you look any less like a slut 


Of course, throughout history tattoos and 
piercing have been used for both slavery and as body art... but not in our culture. In our culture it's 
deviant. Oddly enough, it is still deviant among various minorities that do have a cultural history of 
tattoo/piercing use, once they join our culture. In our culture, the use of tattoos and piercing on 
slaves/criminals was dominant. Someone who gets them here is trying to identify with that element. 
Sometimes it's an attempt to do so in a safe way (look at me, I'm bad, I'm cool). Unfortunately, it is 
mostly used in an unsafe way (look at me, I’m one of you, come fuck me). You can tell things about 


women who do this sort of thing... unpleasant things you would be very unwise to ignore. Less so 
with men though. Because so many women choose the bad men over the good, many men have taken 
up looking a certain way to get women. Many of my friends are like this. Most have regretted it 
though. 

Having a visible tattoo or inappropriate piercing makes you unemployable at most professional jobs... 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 67 of 744 


why? Because it identifies you as not one of the elite that hold those jobs... one of the underclass. 
Women get these done for the same outcome... to be identified as one of the underclass who is wide 
open for approach by a low class man. The more wild and obvious the tattoos or piercings, or the 
more numerous, the lower the class. There are always exceptions but they are rare. If your daughter 
comes home one day with a pierced tongue, she is telling you that she has decided to give blowjobs 
to various inappropriate men. Drugs are often involved. The men certainly understand that signal and 
will come after her. This means you must be extra vigilant or bad things will happen. As I said, it is a 
very reliable sign. 


Say what you will, but it shows more commitment than a wedding vow! 

This is a tough issue because, like all lies (the lie being that people with tattoos and piercings are 
normal), it has a grain of truth. Normal people do get tattoos. They get them to be naughty and feel 
adventurous. Men get them because they know women will mistake them for inappropriate men, and 
are attracted. You can tell who these people are easily. You can't see their tattoos or piercings unless 
they are showing off. They hide them in polite company. The exception to the exception, are women 
who get tattoos around their butt, breasts and vagina or people that get their sex organs pierced. These 
people are sending a clear message that they are a sexual object and expect to be used as such (big 
warning sign for men). 


Even relatively normal (are there any, lol) people 
who belong to the BDSM scene have a strong thread of this going through them. They hate when you 
say that, by the way. It goes sort of like this... people think the whole point is to devalue, objectify, 
and humiliate your partner.....to dehumanize them. But the BDSM crowd says, no no, that's not really 
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true. We pretend to devalue, objectify, and humiliate people in order to have great sex, and they love 
it. Anyone who does it for real is an asshole and not welcome. Great. So you get to know them and 
find out that they really are trying to devalue, objectify, and humiliate people... in a bad way. Or, to 
put it another way, a female submissive wants you to do various bad things to her so she can have 
screaming orgasms. This is supposed to be limited to the bedroom. But, if you don't treat her like the 
crawling worm that she is all of the time, she will lose interest in you. The last thing she wants is 
sincerity, warmth and love from you. These things spoil her perversion. She's using you for sex and 
has no second thoughts about leaving once reality intrudes (ouch, I have painful memories about 
dealing with someone like this). The easiest way to spot a female sub is by her tongue piercing and 
tattoos in the form of a chain around her wrists and/or ankles. 


It says you need to get in the kitchen and make me a sandwich 


Click Pic for "The Truth About Misogyny" 
The Bible is Anti-Woman? 


Feminists would have you believe the bible is anti-woman and a tool men use to oppress women. 
Many people swallow that crap and abandon the bible as a source of wisdom and abandon religion 
and belief in God as being made up to enslave people. They never stop to ask three things. One, is 
what the bible saying true? Two, does the point seem to be mean spirited, oppressive or hateful 
toward women? And three, being simply an arbitrary collection of other books the early Christians 
used, is everything in it of equal value or is some of it correct and some of it wrong? 
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Women have been doing the same thing since the beginning. Now get 
back in the kitchen. 


Click Pic for "The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth" 

For the most part, the bible isn’t anti-woman and much of what’s in there about women and how to 
deal with them is correct. Further, those who say different seem to have an agenda of separating 
people from their faith as a means of controlling them (ironic that they should claim the faith controls 
them, lol). It’s important to examine these ideas and try to see if you can verify if they are true or not 
by observing their application in everyday life. Because it is only that process that can sort out the 
truth from the crap. 


There is great danger in not doing that process. Because you can easily accept attitudes, philosophies 
and beliefs as true, even though they support behaviours that don’t work. People get attached to these 
and then start selectively attending to (or even making up) “evidence” that supports their position 
while desperately denying whatever contradicts it. That makes you powerless and usually results in 
intense suffering. Instead, what people should do is something almost like the scientific method. 
Treat the beliefs as a theory. Then try to hypothesize what will happen in specific situations when 
you choose behavior based on the theory. When the hypothesis is correct, it adds evidence that the 
theory is strong. Replace weak theories with strong ones, making your behavior more and more 
effective. 
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Click Pic for "Feminizing the Decline" 
My point is the bible isn’t misogynistic. It’s warning of the problems inherent in women that have 
been with us from the beginning. Specifically it’s warning us not to be tolerant of them or we end up 
with the type of problems we are starting to see today. But there are people who actually DO hate 
women. They use the problems that men are starting to wake up to as a chance to sneak a bunch of 
stuff in there that isn’t true, particularly in regard to how to deal with women. They advocate 
punishing women and causing them pain. Those men are fools but tough to distinguish from the real 
information that is becoming available (after all, there was a time for each of us that we would never 
have believed the things we know about women today). Hence, the warning to always test ideas 
about women and techniques to deal with them. Only retain what you can observe for yourself and 
keep those techniques that work. Why? Because, if you don’t, the crap will prevent you from seeing 
things as they really are and will disempower you. 


A "misogynistic" quote from the Bible is a good example of people throwing bullshit at you in an 
attempt to get you to dismiss ideas that might illuminate the truth and lead to powerful ways of 
dealing with things. If you never questioned the idea that what the Bible says about women is 
motivated by hatred, it would slide right by you. There are ALOT of people walking around that 
absolutely hate Christianity because they accept little tidbits without examination. They have been 
skilfully and purposefully separated from their faith by people who want to manipulate them. 
Feminists are only one of these types of people. 
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Click Pic for "It's Not Marxism Because..." 


Fatherlessness = Fucked-Up-Ness 


The liberal a-holes really did take the Moynihan report to heart. (Reporting on the destruction of 
Black society due to fatherlessness). What they are doing, they are doing on purpose. 


Every time this issue is measured, it comes out the same. Broken homes with the father absent = 
fucked-upness. Happy homes with a strong man as the father = happy, well adjusted children. Every 
single time. And yet, you have various groups creating policy on weird theories with no basis in 
observation, often very superficial in their reasoning. The theory is just a thinly veiled excuse 

to cover an agenda. Of course, they don't believe their own nonsense. They know full well what they 
are doing. They are just hoping that their theory will go unobserved because it quickly becomes 
revealed as bullshit and lies by anyone with the skill and knowledge to assess it. 


Absolute 
Truth 


Objective 
Truth 


Subjective 
Truth 
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Click Pic for "Following the Masculine Principle is the "Right Way" 

The best way to handle this is to, first, identify who they are specifically. A good example is how you 
can see that the entire profession of psychology has ceased doing what it is supposed to do (treat 
mental illness) and is instead acting as the manipulative arm of something sinister. For God's sake, 
absolutely forbid your woman from seeing a therapist (boy, did I learn this the hard way). 


The second thing to do is to say no to them. Marginalize them. When a vote comes up to divert time 
money and resources to them, vote no. Repeat this basic pattern over and over again until the people 
involved no longer matter. Don't listen to their arguments and bullshit. Pay attention to what is 
directly observable and can be reasonably inferred from that. If what a person wants, works, keep it. 
If it doesn't, kick them to the curb. 


Do not accept attempts to argue away what can plainly be seen by everyone. A theory that contradicts 
reality is wrong, and probably only exists to fool you into doing something stupid. 


Previous / Index / Next 


Related: 

Philalethes #25 — You Can Have As Much Freedom As You Are Willing To Be Responsible For, But 
No More 

Bonecrcker #109 — The Benefits of Boys-Only Schools 


Zenpriest #1: Women Raised Without Fathers 


Zenpriest #22 — “Broken Men” and Women’s “Fixing” Them 
Yes, Fathers are Essential -- by Carey Roberts 


Senator Daniel Moynihan: “By 1983 the poverty rate reached its 
highest level in 18 years....The principal correlate had been the change in family structure, the 
rise of the female-headed household.” (Family and Nation, p. 95) 
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Here are some of the observed effects of removing a father to the position of a visitor in a child's life. 
"Based on our clinical experience with a number of latency aged and adolescent girls whose parents 
divorced during their oedipal years, we postulate that particular coping patterns emerge in response to 
the absence of the father, which may complicate the consolidation of positive feminine identification 
in many female children, and is observable during the latency years. We illustrate both the existence 
of these phenomena and implications for treatment: 


1. intensified separation anxiety 

2. denial and avoidance of feelings associated with loss of father 

3. identification with the lost object 

4. object hunger for males." "In an earlier study by Kalter and Rembar at [Children's Psychiatric 
Hospital, University of Michigan], a sample of 144 child and adolesce atients, whose parents had 
divorced, presented [for evaluation and treatment] with three most commonly occurring problems: 
63% Subjective psychological problem (defined as anxiety, sadness, pronounced moodiness, phobias, 
and depression) 

56% Poor grades or grades substantially below ability and/or recent past performance 

43% Aggression toward parents Important features of the subgroup of 32 latency aged girls were in 
the same order: 69% indicating subjective psychological distress 47% academic problems 

41% aggression toward pa ts. 

Clinical Observations on Interferences of Early Father Absence in the Achievement of Femininity by 
R. Lohr, C. g, A. Mendell and B. Riemer, Clinical Social Work Journal, V. 17, #4, Winter, 1989 


Excerpt from Baskerville, S. Taken into Custody: The War Against Fatherhood, Marriage, and the 
Family. Nashville: Cumberland House Publishing, 2007 
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Click for "Just Say No to Divorced Women and Single Moms" 

“Virtually every major social pathology of our time: violent crime, drug and alcohol abuse, truancy 
and scholastic failure, unwed pregnancy, suicide and other psychological disorders — all these 
correlate more strongly to fatherlessness than to any other single factor.[1] According to the 
National Fatherhood Initiative, “Children who live absent their biological fathers are, on average, at 
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least two to three times more likely to be poor, to use drugs, to experience educational, health, 
emotional, and behavioral problems, to be victims of child abuse, and to engage in criminal behavior 
than those who live with their married, biological (or adoptive) parents.” [2] The overwhelming 
majority of prisoners, juvenile detention inmates, high school dropouts, pregnant teenagers, 
adolescent murderers, and rapists all come from fatherless homes. Children from affluent but 
separated families are much more likely to get into trouble than children from poor but intact ones, 
and white children from separated families are at higher risk than black children in intact families. 
The connection between single parent households and crime erases the relationship between race 
and crime and between low income and crime[3].” 


[1] Attempts to attribute these behaviors to poverty or racial discrimination have been refuted by 
studies that control for these variables. See Urie Bronfenbrenner, “Discovering What Families Do,” 
in David Blankenhorn, et al. (eds.), Rebuilding the Nest: A New Commitment to the American 
Family (Milwaukee: Family Service America, 1990), p. 34; Ronald Angel and Jacqueline Angel, 
Painful Inheritance: Health and the New Generation of Fatherless Children (Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1993), p. 188. Even left-wing scholars concur: Norman Dennis and George Erdos, 
Families Without Fatherhood (London: Civitas, 2000). 

[2] Horn and Sylvester, Father Facts, p. 15. 

[3] Elaine Ciulla Kamarck and William Galston, Putting Children First (Washington: Progressive 
Policy Institute, 1990), p. 14. 


TWO MOMS VS. MOM AND DAD 


A study released Sunday finds that adult children (ages 18-39) of lesbian 
mothers are more likely to report negative outcomes in several 
categories than adult children raised by married mother-father parents. 


Selected outcome Had married Had lesbian 

parents mothers 
Family received welfare growing up* 17% 69% 
Currently cohabiting* 9% 24% 
Currently on public assistance * 10% 38% 
Currently employed full time* 49% 26% 
Currently unemployed* 8% 28% 
Recently or currently in therapy* 8% 19% 
Identifies as 100 percent heterosexual * 90% 61% 
Had an affair while married or cohabiting* 13% 40% 
Has ever had a sexually transmitted infection* 8% 20% 
Was ever touched sexually by a parent or other adult* 2% 23% 
Was ever forced to have sex unwilfully* 8% 31% 
Currently married 43% 36% 
Thought recently about suicide 5% 12% 
Is in a same-sex romantic relationship 4% 7% 


*Statistically significant difference. 


Source: “How different are the adult children of parents who have same-sex relationships? Findings from the New 
Family Structures Study,” Social Science Research, June 10, 2012 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 75 of 744 


Previous / Index / Next 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 76 of 744 


Fatherlessness = F@#”%ed-Upness 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


© Original Artist 
Reproduction rights obtainable fram 
www.CartoonSteck.com 


‘mk DADs moRE ABSENT THAN 
YouR, DAD! 


The liberal a-holes really did take the Moynihan 
report to heart. (Reporting on the destruction of Black society due to fatherlessness). What they are 


doing, they are doing on purpose. 


Every time this issue is measured, it comes out the same. Broken homes with the father absent = 
fucked-upness. Happy homes with a strong man as the father = happy, well adjusted children. Every 
single time. And yet, you have various groups creating policy on weird theories with no basis in 
observation, often very superficial in their reasoning. The theory is just a thinly veiled excuse 

to cover an agenda. Of course, they don't believe their own nonsense. They know full well what they 
are doing. They are just hoping that their theory will go unobserved because it quickly becomes 
revealed as bullshit and lies by anyone with the skill and knowledge to assess it. 


The best way to handle this is to, first, identify who they are specifically. A good example is how you 
can see that the entire profession of psychology has ceased doing what it is supposed to do (treat 
mental illness) and is instead acting as the manipulative arm of something sinister. For God's sake, 
absolutely forbid your woman from seeing a therapist (boy, did I learn this the hard way). 


The second thing to do is to say no to them. Marginalize them. When a vote comes up to divert time 
money and resources to them, vote no. Repeat this basic pattern over and over again until the people 
involved no longer matter. Don't listen to their arguments and bullshit. Pay attention to what is 
directly observable and can be reasonably inferred from that. If what a person wants, works, keep it. 
If it doesn't, kick them to the curb. 
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Do not accept attempts to argue away what can plainly be seen by everyone. A theory that contradicts 
reality is wrong, and probably only exists to fool you into doing something stupid. 


Previous Bonecrker Index Next 


Senator Daniel Moynihan: “By 1983 the poverty rate reached its 
highest level in 18 years....The principal correlate had been the change in family structure, the 
rise of the female-headed household.” (Family and Nation, p. 95) 


Here are some of the observed effects of removing a father to the position of a visitor in a child's life. 
"Based on our clinical experience with a number of latency aged and adolescent girls whose parents 
divorced during their oedipal years, we postulate that particular coping patterns emerge in response to 
the absence of the father, which may complicate the consolidation of positive feminine identification 
in many female children, and is observable during the latency years. We illustrate both the existence 
of these phenomena and implications for treatment: 

1. intensified separation anxiety 

2. denial and avoidance of feelings associated with loss of father 

3. identification with the lost object 

4. object hunger for males." "In an earlier study by Kalter and Rembar at [Children's Psychiatric 
Hospital, University of Michigan], a sample of 144 child and adolesce atients, whose parents had 
divorced, presented [for evaluation and treatment] with three most commonly occurring problems: 
63% Subjective psychological problem (defined as anxiety, sadness, pronounced moodiness, phobias, 
and depression) 

56% Poor grades or grades substantially below ability and/or recent past performance 

43% Aggression toward parents Important features of the subgroup of 32 latency aged girls were in 
the same order: 69% indicating subjective psychological distress 47% academic problems 

41% aggression toward pa ts. 

Clinical Observations on Interferences of Early Father Absence in the Achievement of Femininity by 
R. Lohr, C. g, A. Mendell and B. Riemer, Clinical Social Work Journal, V. 17, #4, Winter, 1989 


Also see: 


Bonecrcker #109 — The Benefits of Boys-Only Schools . 


Zenpriest #1: Women Raised Without Fathers 


Zenpriest #22 — “Broken Men” and Women’s “Fixing” Them 


Excerpt from Baskerville, S. Taken into Custody: The War Against Fatherhood, Marriage, and the 
Family. Nashville: Cumberland House Publishing, 2007 


“Virtually every major social pathology of our time: violent crime, drug and alcohol abuse, truancy 
and scholastic failure, unwed pregnancy, suicide and other psychological disorders — all these 
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correlate more strongly to fatherlessness than to any other single factor.[1] According to the 
National Fatherhood Initiative, “Children who live absent their biological fathers are, on average, at 
least two to three times more likely to be poor, to use drugs, to experience educational, health, 
emotional, and behavioral problems, to be victims of child abuse, and to engage in criminal behavior 
than those who live with their married, biological (or adoptive) parents. ” [2] The overwhelming 
majority of prisoners, juvenile detention inmates, high school dropouts, pregnant teenagers, 
adolescent murderers, and rapists all come from fatherless homes. Children from affluent but 
separated families are much more likely to get into trouble than children from poor but intact ones, 
and white children from separated families are at higher risk than black children in intact families. 
The connection between single parent households and crime erases the relationship between race 
and crime and between low income and crime[3].”’ 

[1] Attempts to attribute these behaviors to poverty or racial discrimination have been refuted by 
studies that control for these variables. See Urie Bronfenbrenner, “Discovering What Families Do,” 
in David Blankenhorn, et al. (eds.), Rebuilding the Nest: A New Commitment to the American 
Family (Milwaukee: Family Service America, 1990), p. 34; Ronald Angel and Jacqueline Angel, 
Painful Inheritance: Health and the New Generation of Fatherless Children (Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1993), p. 188. Even left-wing scholars concur: Norman Dennis and George Erdos, 
Families Without Fatherhood (London: Civitas, 2000). 

[2] Horn and Sylvester, Father Facts, p. 15. 

[3] Elaine Ciulla Kamarck and William Galston, Putting Children First (Washington: Progressive 
Policy Institute, 1990), p. 14. 
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Local versus Foreign Women 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


American female Non-American female 


You can kiss my cute ASS! You know 


what your problem is? You can't handle Sure, I'd love to have 
a STRONG WOMAN! I'm a bitch-princess from coffee on Thursday. 
hell and you're not fit to polish my bara! NO ONE tells 
THIS g A what to do! And furthermore blah blah biah Is 7 PM okay? 
ah buh biah blah biah Mah, you got a problem wih att? Dia : 


=i 


Any questions? 

Men and women are two sides of the 
same coin. Without each other, there can be no fulfillment and no peace of mind. Together, there is 
life. This is the way it has been since the very beginning. It is an active thing, not a passive one. It's 
not enough for the people to just show up in each others lives. Each of you needs to actively love the 


other. 


Many American men are willing to do this. Almost a// American women are not. To make matters 
worse, these women do not value the men who are willing to love them. Instead, they value the men 
who couldn’t give a shit about anything. He gets laid constantly and gives nothing to anyone (even 
himself). Since this type of man is good for nothing and is often a criminal, the last thing he is 


interested in or is capable of is taking care of a woman or a family. Women are also like this 
themselves, but pretend they are not. That pretending often extends towards making a phoney 
marriage and having several children she has no intention of putting any effort into raising. Most of 
the time, the point of the marriage is to manipulate the system into fleecing a good man of all his 
possessions.....rinse, repeat, until she gets too old. 


This is not normal. For whatever reason, it is a problem endemic to westernized countries but is worst 
in the US, where our laws seriously enable these behaviours. 


What many American men are figuring out though is they don't have to put up with this. By 
understanding the problem and its various aspects and, most importantly, the actual depth of the 
problem, he can avoid most of it, even fight back. The biggest obstacle though, is he is incomplete 
without a legitimate love in his life. American women use this fact as their greatest source of sinister 
manipulation. They will dangle the image of this in front of you constantly but never, ever give it to 
you. The reason is simple: they can't. Because they can't, they are completely unacceptable as 
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anything but a casual sexual fling. But one that is constantly trying to do you harm, requiring extreme 
vigilance and protective measures. Hopping from one loser to the next, in the vain hope that the next 
one might not be like this is a depressing way to live. Rather than find a rare jewel, most men simply 
give up after a while and retire from "the game". 


Most men don't know that this is abnormal. They think a// women are like this and have always been 
this way. That's a dirty lie. A lie that women in this country foster in an attempt to keep men from 
looking around. It turns out, that things were never like this for our grandfathers and great 
grandfathers. It's a recent problem. More importantly, it's a localized one. 


In large chunks of the world, women aren't like this. They are the way they are supposed to be. If you 
bond with one and then love them, they will love you back. Although this is only the bare minimum 
needed for a good marriage and a good life, it changes things dramatically. 


This means that it is a good idea to date a number of women from these places. Because you will find 
a jewel there eventually. No matter what, you will find a large pool of women who are sincere in their 
attempts to be with you. Some of these women will be sexually promiscuous. Some of them will be 
nuns. Most will be somewhere in between. Luckily, sincerely loving women will be common, no 
matter what she is like elsewise.......because it's a seperate issue. If you want a nun or a tart, a 
schoolteacher, a welfare mom or a doctor, you will find someone sincere. Since you will also find the 
occassional evil person mixed in, you must learn to tell the difference. But the odds are stacked in 
your favour. 


That just doesn't exist in the US anymore (but it was once the rule, not the exception). 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Four Kinds of Women Which Are More Psycho than Others 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


There are four classifications of women that are far 


more psycho than [the rest]. They are: 


1. Woman with a criminal record (number one in the psycho classification) 

2. Any woman who uses drugs of any type. Warning, this includes pot. 

3. Any woman who works in any capacity in the sex for money industry...... prostitute, phone sex, 
porno, stripper, nude pictures, hooters girl, shot girl, any job selling alcohol where looks are a factor 


(ie almost any job serving alcohol, except as a bartender/waitress in the most classy establishments). 


4. Any woman that has been in a lesbian relationship. By that, I don’t necessarily include bi/curious 
girls (lol, all women are bi/curious, despite what they may say). No, I mean any woman that has had a 


woman as sole-sexual partner on a regular basis. 

There are also a dozen types of psychos that aren’t as bad as the women you mention, but, since I 
consider ALL of these women to be in the, do not touch under any circumstances, OR ELSE, 
classification, you could argue that they are all equally bad. 

For example: 

Women that have ever dated a deviant male or female.....drug dealer, criminal etc 

Married women 


Women with accidental pregnancies 


Has ever accused a man of rape or sexual harassment 
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Violent temper 
Trains in weapons for no good reason 
Has relatives that are deviant....see above 


Eating disorder or (God forbid), serious mental illness like schizophrenia, bipolar, borderline or other 
personality disorder, PTSD (rape) and basically, anything else more serious than depression or an 
anxiety disorder 


More than $100,000 in debt. With specific exceptions for good debt. Good debt is any debt spent on 
an investment that returns more money than it costs to repay the payments on the debt.....businesses, 


rental property, paper assets (rare) etc. The wealthiest people in the world are millions of dollars in 
debt.....good debt. 


More than $10,000 in debt from anything else besides owning a home, student loans, or investing in a 
business, real estate etc. 


Ever expresses hate speech or other hateful behavior about men, or any other type.....for example 
racist remarks. 


Has had more than one abortion or has had even one abortion and doesn’t express deep remorse for it, 
or treats the issue of abortion as a woman’s right issue rather than a rather unfortunate circumstance 
to prevents people lives from being ruined. 

Is a witch or (God forbid) a Satanist. 

The list goes on and on. Basically, there are two types of women in this world, acceptable and 


unacceptable. The unacceptable ones are easy to identify. Their behavior is bizarre, deviant, and 
extreme. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Fat Bottomed Girls 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


The big difference between a fat man and a fat woman is how they got that way. A fat guy gets that 
way either through ignorance or because he just doesn't give a shit. It tends to sneak up on him 
sometime in his late 30's. A lot of these guys are athletes of the football/wrestling type who just don't 
understand that as they let their muscle mass atrophy and as they age, their need for calories 
diminishes greatly. They keep eating the way they always have and balloon up. Then, there is the guy 
with the stressful, hectic job, who eats like shit constantly because he is too busy to cook. Many guys 
are fat because their wives have engaged in a calculated campaign to make them fat on purpose to 
severely restrict his options (this is incredibly common by the way). 


Women, on the other hand, tend to be fat because they are neurotic and insane. Compulsion, shame, 
fear and hatred are the watchwords here. Most fat girls have a severe eating disorder, usually Bulimia. 
Traits very similar to Borderline Personality Disorder go hand in hand with that. They are big time 
into suffering, mostly theirs. However, they want to take you along for the ride. One thing is for 
certain, their opinion of you is very, very low. They think you are a loser because you can't date 
anyone better then them. They despise you because they feel they can't do any better than a loser like 
you. They will hate you because they think you secretly consider them disgusting, ugly and 
worthless. They will blame you for everything bad in their lives including their fat. 


Fat chicks are miserable fucks but very good at appearing otherwise until you are enmeshed with 
them. Then the suffering starts. It's best to avoid them like the plague. 


Get on your bikes and ride! 


Approaching Fat/Ugly Chicks is Harmful to Your Self Esteem 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 84 of 744 


Approaching fat/ugly chicks can be seriously 
harmful to your self-esteem. They are no more likely to find you attractive than a Pamela Anderson 
look-alike, and you will feel like total shit when they give you that, “get away from me you loser” 
look. But, it gets worse.... MUCH worse. Fat/ugly chicks assume that if you are paying them any 
attention at all, you must be such a fucking loser that you can’t get anyone else.....and they treat you 
like it. Of course, this does zero to affect their sense of entitlement. In other words, you are a loser for 
wanting someone so heinous but they are still a princess, even though they ARE heinous. Plus, 
women who are fat/ugly are usually INSANE. They are into suffering big time and want to take you 
along for the ride. Unlike men who are usually fat because they eat too much, women are usually fat 
as a side effect of serious personality disorders that manifest as bulimia (binge eating, with or without 
vomiting), drug use and other fun stuff. Stay the hell away from women like this. 


Women often bitterly complain that they are discriminated against if they are fat. But, it’s not true. A 
man who is fat has no chance with women (unless he is in the criminal scum class....but that’s 
another story). But, most fat/ugly chicks have a man. The people who discriminate against them are 
other women, not men. However, many men learn the hard way that they aren’t just fat, they are 
demented assholes. They give them a chance, often giving several fat women a chance, only to be 
treated like total dirt in the most fucked up situations. So, they learn to avoid them (at least I have, 
lol). It’s this issue that makes men avoid fat chicks, not their weight. 
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y < Eating Disorders 


Tolerance of deviance has allowed behaviors like eating disorders to become common place. The 
solution, both on the societal and personal levels is to not tolerate it. This pays off big time in many 
ways, and not doing it has a very high cost. Eating disorders are a very good example. If you don't 
dump a chick upon learning she has an eating disorder, I can absolutely guarantee that you will regret 
it. Sooner or later (usually sooner), something fucked up will happen to you because the chick is a 
psycho. She simply won’t act like a normal person. Although it is very difficult to find a woman who 
IS normal, there are degrees. If you do less, and expect more (especially in the character department), 
your love life will be MUCH betti be MUCH better. 


‘MORE ADVICE I 
PULLED OUT OF 


Most relationship experts tell you the exact opposite... ..Just do more for her and be tolerant of her 
foilables. That is a deadly mistake. 


The very definition of insanity is doing what is counter to survival...... refusing to eat is right up there 


at the top, just under refusing to breath. 


That’s the point I repeatedly make over and over again with women. Their behavior is NOT 
explainable in any MEANINGFUL way as a derivation of survival of the fittest. What they are doing 
is directly counter to both our biological imperatives and the specific patterns in which humans, meet, 
mate, and relate. The fucked up results are predictable. When you act in a manner contrary to 
survival...... you don’t. But, you usually don’t croak right away. You spend a certain amount of time, 
sick, before you go. Usually, you don’t pass on your genes. And that is EXACTLY what is happening 
in our society today. 
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The Old "Fat But Working On It" Line 


© Barcroft Media = ou need to be leery of the old "fat but working on 
it" line. When a man says this, what he means is he has carefully researched what works, has set 
goals and a method of monitoring his progress, and is in the process of implementing his plan. Six 
months to a year later, he will be fit. 


What a WOMAN means when she says this, is she is eating disordered, spends most of the year 
binging as part of a destructive shame spiral, and is engaging in various extreme, bizarre, mostly 
ineffective behaviours (vomiting, diuretics, fasting, laxatives, fad diets etc.) out of desperation. Six 
months to a year later, she will be fatter than ever. Often she will lose a few pounds, snag a man, and 
then balloon way up again (a lot of the time this is on purpose with the point of being disrespectful). 
But none of this is the REAL problem. The real problem is the woman is a neurotic mess. Her 
behavior in all areas of her life is insane, self-defeating and self-destructive (especially with regard to 
relationships). If you give her the chance, she will try and include you in the pattern. One of the first 
things she will do is sabotage your own fitness, in a calculated campaign to make you fat. If you have 
other bad habits you have conquered (for example, smoking), she will try to bring those back too. 
Now, most women do this to a certain extent, but not nearly to the degree that a “fat chick” does. 
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‘The Problem Isn't the Body... It's the Mind 


The problem isn’t the body, it’s the mind. Although the body is important for various reasons, 
including status, it’s not a deal breaker. What is a deal breaker is the reason WHY her body may look 
like that; particularly if she has good genetics (i.e. look at her when she was younger and look at her 
mother and siblings). Deterioration of one’s body in the face of favourable factors is a huge warning 
sign of a pattern of obnoxious, self-destructive behavior (if it goes so far as to manifest as drug use or 
an eating disorder, run, don’t walk in the other direction). It’s a package deal. Where you see one 
behavior, you see tons of others. And the person wants to extend that crap to YOUR life....and will 
be very tenacious in doing so. This is unacceptable. 


Also, Pd like to point out that the attitude of not discriminating 
against a woman based on her body is brain-washing on their part. It is one of the key elements of a 
greater pattern where they try to convince men to accept less, and provide more. Don’t fall for that. 
Instead, always insist on full value for everything you provide her, particularly in the same area. If 
you are good in bed, she needs to become good in bed. If you are smart, educated and interesting to 
talk to, so must she be. And if you spend 5 days a week in the gym, developing that “ripped” look, 
guess what she needs to be doing? Why? Well, not only do you deserve it, but, if you let her slack 
off, she will try to slack off in all other areas. But, most important of all...... she will disrespect you 
for it. You have the ridiculous situation that a fat/ugly chick will consider you a loser (no matter 
what other qualities you possess), simply because you were willing to look past her “packaging” to 
see if the person inside was of value. This is that social proofing issue coming up again. Those things 
I do that add value to myself don’t matter. What matters is the associations I have. If I’m screwing a 
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hot chick, I must be hot. If a lot of people are listening to me, I must be interesting. But, if I screw a 
homely chick, there must be something wrong with me.....even to the homely chick. 


Women are sick. 


Previous / Index / Next 


Related Website: 
My Fat Spouse 
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Rape Fantasies, Religious Women and Projection 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Every woman I have ever met has had 
rape fantasies. It's part of the bigger problem that women find evil to be sexually exciting. The other 
side of the coin is they find love and goodness to be boring. You see this over and over and over 
again. Act like a total prick all the time and many women will be very attracted to you. They want 
you to hurt them in various ways including various violations like rape. The sicker the woman, the 
more real she will want it to be. Most women will seek out men who are likely to rape them for real. 
This is the real cause of rape in our culture. Rapists get tons and tons of dates while good men are 
treated with contempt. Part of it is a woman wants a man who is evil. But the other part is the rape 
fantasy. They want the type of man who is likely to rape them. I have a lot of experience with BDSM 
and I can tell you right now, those people are whacked. For them, nothing else exists but the 
degradation and humiliation of themselves and others. They always pretend it's just a fantasy that 
they want occasionally in the bedroom. But, it's a lie. They absolutely will not accept good behavior 
or intimacy from you, nor anything that approaches respect for yourself or others. If you won't 
cooperate, they will become bored with you and move on. They will be very vocal about denying this 
and insist you are ignorant for thinking so but you will observe this in every single woman who 
indulges in this. Self loathing is at the core of it. 


The Repeating Patterns of Women Who Cry Rape 
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There are a number of repeating patterns with women 
who cry rape. The first is, like most liars, 5 minutes after they lie to you, they forget what they said. 
When you talk about it sometime later, the story is completely different. Also, there is a sense of 
drama and excitement about what they say....they are pleased to be the center of attention rather than 
being engulfed in horror, reliving the moment. They tend to tell people they don’t know very well 
(big tip off). Some girl you just met, going on and on about the time she was raped, smiling and 
embellishing and flourishing.....real believable. And the most telling sign is that they both had a 
sexual relationship beforehand and have a sexual relationship afterward with this person. Certainly, 
they have no fear of the person who supposedly raped them. Don’t be surprised when they dump you 
and go back to them. Rape is a lie, 99.9% of the time. 


Feminism Causes Rape 


Fun things like rape come from two, related sources, both linked strongly to feminism. The first is a 
society being unable/unwilling to deal with scum. Strong, healthy patriarchal societies protect women 
and string rapists up under the nearest tree. They also take a dim view of false rape allegations. When 
a society is sick, good men are unable/unwilling to dispense justice, and evil men are free to do bad 
things. But that pales in comparison to what happens in a society like ours where women actively 
select evil men, giving them preference above all others, especially rapists. Under these conditions, 
the number of evil men multiplies and are empowered. 


However, sick patriarchal societies also have this problem. Just look at Afghanistan and Iraq. 
Religious Women and Projection 


Women become devoted to religion for reasons unrelated to piety. Usually, they do it because they 
are nuts. That’s as in FUCKING nuts! What’s going in here is one of the most primitive defence 
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mechanisms. They did and continue to do (it’s important to understand that almost all of them 
CONTINUE to do) sinful acts. In order to protect themselves from the guilt, they need to project (as 
in the defence mechanism of projection) that onto someone else. One excellent way to do that is to 
join one of the more strict religions. Now, they can spend all their time pointing at other people and 
saying how bad they are. 


Want to have some fun? Find one of these and start confronting them about their own bad behavior. 
They FREAK out. 


An example. One friend of mine is divorced and soon afterward got himself a new girlfriend that had 
recently become born again (hehehe). She is always talking about men who cheat on their wives, girls 
who sleep around, blah, blah, blah. He and I play various online games and one day while we were 
doing stuff, I casually remarked, “So, how’s your new slut?” She happened to be reading over his 
shoulder and went ballistic.....screaming, jumping up and down, shattering dishes against the wall 
etc. Later on, I find out why her reaction was so strong. Turns out that she had been a swinger for 
many years. She started cheating on my friend. She was going out with her married friend and they 
were picking up grunts at a bar near the base and going to a motel room and having orgies (them two 
plus several guys). My friend found out and kicked her ass out. But, not before napping hundreds of 
photos taken with a digicam and stored on her computer. He had an X-rated Yahoo group about 
Asians (she was Thai) and he had those posted there for the longest time. Hilarious. 


Previous / Index / Next 


Further Reading: 
EOTM: The Pearl Harbor of the Gender War: Rape and Sexual Harassment 


Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained) 
Why Do Women Fantasize About Rape? -- by Angry Harry 


More Women Have Rape Fantasies Than Previously Thought -- Roissy 
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When Shit Gets Sold as Soap 


Yes, it'll get you squeaky clean and make you smell good too! 


Have you ever noticed how much of feminism could be classified as a form of projection? Collective 
projection, to be more accurate. Virtually every accusation that the feminist movement levels against 
men could easily be seen as women projecting their own behaviours onto others (men), and this is 
why, I believe, that women are so prone to believe that men are doing all of these evil things to them 
- because they can identify with such behaviour inside of themselves. 


First, let's look at the whole false notion of the super-sized "boy's club-cabal" floating around out 
there, occasionally refered to as The Patriarchy. 


As pretty much every man with an ounce of common sense and observational abilities will declare, 
there just is no freakin’ Patriarchy anywhere to be found out there. 


Men do not give other men special treatment because they are men. In fact, most men will readily 
attest that it's a dog eat dog world and we're all wearing Milk Bone underwear. Have a look at some 
of the completely ludicrous accusations that have been leveled against men - like the wild notion that 
men get better deals when they buy cars because they have testicles between their legs. What freakin’ 
nonsense! As any man reading this will readily attest to, nowhere in our economic system will 
another man give me money, or choose to make less profit on me because I belong to the male sex. 


I have never experienced the far reaching benefits of the Patriarchy, nor have I ever experienced any 
boy's club that tries to discriminate against, or exclude women from anything - well, not since I was 8 


years old and tried to keep girls out of my tree fort. 
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I have never worked at a place where the men secretly conspired to give eachother advantages over 
female co-workers... but I have experienced working at places where myself and my male co-workers 
have caught several women conspiring in secrecy to make sure that women outperformed their male 
co-workers. It happened when I was working in a high-pressure commission sales environment. It 
was a fair sized staff, 12 in sales (11 men, 1 woman), 3 in management (2 men, 1 woman), and 3 
receptionists (all women). Now, don't go thinking it was discriminatory that there were 11 men and 
only 1 woman on the sales staff. The general manager tried and tried to increase the ratio of women 
on his staff, and hired several women while I was there, but the women he hired just kept quitting, 
some in tears, because they couldn't cope with the high pressure of commission sales. 


What was discovered by myself and my male co-workers, however, was that the three receptionists 
were sending double the amount of first-time customers & phone calls to the lone saleswoman, and 
the female manager was turning over double the amount of clients to the saleswoman as she was to 
the men. 


When it was brought to the attention of the General Manager, by 11 pissed off employees, he called 
the only 5 females that worked at the place into a meeting and after some intense grilling, the women 
finally admitted that they were purposefully sending more business to the woman than the men, 
because they wanted to make sure that a woman was the top saleperson. And not only that, but they 
had discussed, in secret, how they were going to go about doing it! And let's make this clear, every 
single woman that worked at that outfit was in on this secret conspiracy. Gee... sounds an awful lot 
like that far-fetched notion of patriarchy that women keep accusing men of... except the patriarchy- 
boy's club is the wrong gender, because what was really going on there was a matriarchal girl's club, 
which designed itself to discriminate based on gender. 


So, I maintain that women believe in so many of these far flung notions about men because women 
know that women themselves do these things and therefore they rationalize that if they were men, 
they would discriminate against women in the same way. 


There is no secret patriarchy - but there is a secret matriarchy. 


Now, of course, I just gave out one example, which by no means proves the existence of the secret 
girl's club. But here's a simple test you can do yourself which will strongly indicate that women, 
perhaps because of their herd mentality (as in, protect the herd first), do belong to a matriarchal 
conspiracy and are wilfully complicit in denying that such a thing exists. It just takes a little 
awareness, and a few separate conversations with the same woman. 


First, what you have to do, is play on a woman's most favourite subject: Her own victimhood. This is 
the only way to get women to turn on other women. Ask her a question about how nasty her female 
classmates in highschool were capable of being and she will go into a tirade about how manipulative 
and bitchy girls can be - or ask her if she prefers to work with men or women. Women always tell 
you that they like working with men, because their female co-workers are constantly stabbing 
eachother in the back and bring so much politics into the work place. This is about the only time that 
a woman will turn on the herd, when you start questioning her about how mean the the herd treats 
her. But make note of how easily you can get her to admit that she knows women can be mean, nasty, 
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manipulative creatures - and file that away for future conversations. 


Sometime, in the near future, you strike up another conversation with the same woman, and try to 
bring up a discussion of how a woman might possibly be aggressively manipulative against men by 
leveling false accusations of sexual harassment against a man, or how a wife might be 
psychologically abusive with manipulations against her husband... and watch the very same woman 
who recently told you how mean and nasty she knows women can be, suddenly clam up about how 
women might be doing some very mean things to men - if she doesn't blow up in your face with 
righteous indignation for saying what she herself had recently admitted to, except applying it to men 
rather than her own victimization by bitchy women. She will automatically go into "protect the 
herd/Matriarchy mode" and deny everything about women's sometime awful behaviour. 


But now you know she knows, and you will no longer believe that she "doesn't get it." Rather, the 
only conclusion left is that she gets it - and she gets it well - but that protecting the Matriarchy is far 
more important to her than justice or honesty. One might even refer to such behaviour as amoral. 


There is no Patriarchy, but women readily believe that it should exist somewhere, because it is a 
projection of what they know about being part of the "Girl's Club - the Sisterhood!" And after 
decades of women (and men) searching for the Loch Ness Patriarchy, the only conclusion that the 
fembots can come up with to explain why they can't expose it is because it is "institutionalized." Yes 
indeed, the Patriarchy is civilization itself. Hmmm. 


One can really see the lunacy of the whole "Patriarchy" argument when one looks at 
Social/Relational Aggression, which is stereotypically described as female aggression. Of course, one 
is hard pressed to find studies about this form of aggression in terms of female on male aggression, 
but it is ever present when one looks for women being victims, of other females. Then suddenly it is a 
serious issue, also known as girl bullying, which specifically uses forms of mental manipulations via 
secret gossiping, character assasinations and ostracizing, and mostly by convincing others to conspire 
against the victim along with the main aggressor. 


http://www.aare.edu.au/01pap/bet01229.htm 
Bullying Styles 


"Bullying styles are generally considered to fall under two categories, direct and indirect. Direct 
physical bullying is to, hit, shove, kick, trip, push, and pull. Direct verbal bullying can involve name- 
calling, insults, threatening to hurt the other. Indirect bullying, also known as social or relational 
aggression (Crick 1997) involves attacking the relationships of people and hurting the self-esteem. 
It is subtler and involves behaviours such as spreading nasty rumors, withholding friendships, 
ignoring, gossiping, or excluding a child from a small group of friends. 


There is no doubt that stereotypically, males are more physical and direct in their bullying styles 
and females more manipulative and indirect (Olweus, 1997; Bjorkqvist, 1994; Crick & Grotpeter, 
1995; Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist & Peltonen, 1988). Boys in our Western culture are encouraged to be 
tough and competitive and as they maturate slower and develop social intelligence at a slower rate 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 95 of 744 


they will use physical aggression longer than girls (Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, &amp; Peltonen, 1988; 
Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kauliaien, 1992). However there is no reason to believe that females 
should be less hostile and less prone to get into conflicts than males (Burbank, 1987, in Bjorkqvist 
1994; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). As females are physically weaker, they develop early in life other 
bullying styles in order to achieve their goals. Indirect aggression in girls increases drastically at 
about the age of eleven years (Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz and Kaukiainen, 1992) whereas physical 
aggression among boys decreases during late adolescence, to be replaced mainly by verbal, but also 
indirect aggression (Bjorkqvist 1994). 


There is a growing body of research in gender differences of bullying and other adolescent 
aggressive behaviours. There are hundreds of studies dedicated to the topic, many placing the 
emphasis on boys or the forms of aggression, more salient to boys. Forms of aggression more salient 
to girls has received comparatively little attention (Crick, 1997; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995)." 


Please note: Styles of aggression more salient to girls typically involve conspiring with others to hurt 
someone, kind of like, um, a cabal, a girl's club, the Sisterhood... and notice how female styled 
aggression always revolves around plausible deniability. "Who me? I didn't do anything!" 


Is it a stretch to take this beyond childhood female on female bullying and say that women also 
ageress against men in the same manner? 


"Patriarchy" is pure projection of what women know about "the Sisterhood." They believe the 
Patriarchy exists because they know the Sisterhood exists. 


So... 
How far does this collective projection go? . 


What about the feminist claims that because men make up the majority of politicians & judges, our 
legal system has been tainted to prefer men's concerns over women's. Yet of course, we all know this 
isn't true. Male politicians have passed an obscene amount of laws pandering specifically to women's 
concerns and there is no politician alive that has ever been elected to office by campaigning for issues 
specifically benefiting men. Yet, when one looks at the female politicians, it is easy to see that this 
false accusation against men is nothing more than projection of what females do when they get into 
office or powerful positions - the vast majority use their power to specifically benefit their own 
gender. The accusations that men are doing the same to women is so obviously false that it can be 
nothing but projection of what women know they would do if they had "men's power." And they have 
proved it by doing so. 


How about the false accusation that men regard women as objects, as chattel, as a means of 
production? Hmmm... I don't know, but women obviously regard men as a work animal which 


women use to provide for food, clothing, shelter and luxuries for herself and her children. And 
women believe that her husband's labour is her property. This is why she sues her ex-husband for it 
after divorce. Who is treating who like a yoked farm animal, like chattel? 
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Hmmm... if women were running the world, there would be no more war? Well, since women got 


the vote around 90 years ago, the world has embarked on the most violent, most war filled century in 
the history of mankind - all during a time when women did/do run the world, because they hold 53% 
of the vote, and therefore they controlled those who started said wars and destruction. 


iran Hond ge 
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Yup, even on the internet, we now hear things about how 
bad, bad men are "cyber-stalking" women and threatening violence and rape against feminists who 
blog man hatred on the web. Lol! Holy Projection, Batwoman! Is there one single anti-feminist on 
the internet who has not, over the past few years, been subjected to relentless threats of violence from 
cyberstalking feminists and mangina's who believe that anyone speaking out in opposition of them is 
fully deserving of any and all vile threats that can possibly be conjured up? Please! 


In almost every single accusation that feminists throw at men, one can find projection of their own 
horrible behaviour onto the behaviour of men. And they get away with it because women in general 
can readily identify with these kinds of behaviour. Projection! 


This is not new. These ideas about women's behaviour and moral character have been around for a 
long time. From the Bible to Aristotle, from Kant to Schopenhauer... and as "misogynistic" as 
feminists keep claiming that these people are, thus the reasoning for censoring the thousands of years 
of "Gender Studies" that existed before feminism, no-one has been better at proving correct these 
previous notions about male and female characteristics than the feminists who hate them the most, 
and the mainstream women who are complicit in letting them get away with it. 


Man, this is some great soap! 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Women Have Contradictory Love 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Women have been tricked into seeking after what is not in their own best interest in a highly neurotic 
fashion. They've been tricked by the small fraction of women who are convinced this is actually good 
to do because they are psychotic. If you were to ask most women, hey, how's your love life, almost 
all of them would say it’s horrible (well, no shit, look who you are chasing after). Later in life, after 
those poor decisions have been left to fester, the question changes to hey, how is your life in 
general... with the same answer. Women's lives suck because they have chosen to believe those lies. 
Until they seek after the truth, there is no hope for a better outcome for them. They must wake up 
from their trance and see that what is normal, sexy and attractive in men is that a man is strong and of 
high quality.... physically, mentally, emotionally, financially and most of all, spiritually. Choosing a 
man like that, and being committed to him, is the only path to a happy life for a woman. 


Men cannot do that for women. Yes, we can point it out, but only they can experience the truth for 


themselves. Quite frankly, it is not my responsibility. If someone tells you shit tastes good, and you 
nod your head and agree and spoon it into your mouth, well, there is nothing I can do for you. And it 
will tend to piss me off if I prepare a sumptuous, nutritious 3 course feast for you in the hopes you 
will stop, but you spit at my feet and yell at me. When you start clutching your stomach and throwing 
up, why should I take care of you? For that matter, don't expect a big sloppy kiss any time soon. 


But, what we can (and should) do is make sure our needs are met, protect ourselves from an 
inappropriate shunting of responsibility from them to us, and most of all, stop enabling their 
foolishness. These three things are highly related. When you do one, you tend to do them all. 


This is one of the things that really pisses me off about women. None of the things that make me a 
desirable man (money, looks, body, personality etc.) that I work on, mean a damn thing to them. In 
fact, many of these things are a detriment, as they chase after omega male (scumbag) traits. But, 
social proofing.... that matters. I got news for them. Social proofing pretty much means I can't or 
simply won't give them what they want. Social proofing means one of three things. I'm not going to 
commit under typical circumstances (me). I'm taken, so you have no chance with me (typical married 
guy). Or, worst of all, I'm taken and I'm the type of lying, cheating, scum who will do it with 
someone behind my wife's back (i.e. poor character). Social proofing has negative survival value for 
women. It's neurotic and unnatural. 


Women Behave Like Beavis and Butthead 
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tie: here was an old "Beavis & Butthead" 
episode where the boys went down to the local dog pound to get a dog. 

Naturally, they wanted one who was studly. So they walked down the row of cages looking for a 
suitable dog. If the dog looked friendly, Butthead would say "Wuss!" with great contempt and move 
on to the next cage. When he spotted one who looked vicious enough, he'd say "Beavis? The Test!" 
and then he'd insert Beavis' arm into the cage. 


If the dog licked Beavis' arm, Butthead would say, "That answer was incorrect!" and move on to the 
next cage. 


Finally, one dog sank his teeth into Beavis ... and that was the one they took home. 
Something similar happens with dating. 


The reason I like this joke so much is because it is such a strong, multi-faceted allegory of what is 
going on with American women. 


1). The first is the understanding that American women have allowed themselves to become more 
than a little bit like Beavis and Butthead. Vicious yet weak, depraved, exploitative and most of all... 
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stupid. They are dangerous deviants that most people fail to take seriously. 


2). So, of course, they are going to choose a pet that matches their character. Note that they are 

so self-involved and fucked up that they are unable to distinguish something they want from 
something that is good. They don't know that what they want is nuts, but worse, they treat what they 
don't want, even though it is obviously better (to a normal person), as if it had no value. 


3). They go to an artificial situation (a pound) where the state has rounded up those who have been 
cast-away (divorce) and forcibly limited their choices. Without this interference, none of the dogs 
would even consider Beavis and Butthead. They do it because they are forced too. Also, since the 
issues of supply and demand have been artificially altered, the low quality element (Beavis and 


Butthead) gets to pick and choose among the high quality element. The situation is so lopsided that 
they feel the need to "test", even though every dog in the pound is actually acceptable. 


4). Because Beavis and Butthead are fucked up, their test is fucked up. It displays sadism and 
exploitation (Butthead) and masochism (Beavis). 


5). The only thing that matters about the dog is the fact that it will hurt them. Self-destructive people, 
situations and impulses are "cool." 


So, we have a situation where a man is forced to seek after Beavis and Butthead rather than be 
imprisoned and alone, with all other choices kept away from him with the judicious use of force. In 
order to do that, he must be willing to bite them. What the joke doesn't mention is the dog goes right 
back to the pound after Beavis and Butthead lose interest and wander off to the next fucked up 
situation. 


Previous / Index / Next 


Further Reading: 


Philalethes #27 — In the Battle of the Sexes, If She Wins, She Loses 
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The Keynesian Sexual Marketplace 
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Wrong since 1930, Aways then and now 
Read your history books boys and 
giris.. Big governmentis not the answer, its the problem! (This article was originally written in 


reference to an article which featured an interview with well-known PUA, Neil Strauss, who boldl 


stated his support for feminism - it caused a tizzy in the manosphere at the time, since many felt it is 
not possible to be pro-game and pro-feminist.) 


The art of seduction, commonly known as "game," has become a big focus in the manosphere over 
the past few years. I would like to make clear that I believe many of the elements of game are real 
and I agree that men should know about the attraction triggers of women. Game is essential to 
understanding the problems that we face as men in society. Without this knowledge, men will 
continue to be run around in circles, never getting anywhere — as has been evidenced over the past 
forty years. However, I learned about game in a bit different of a way than most. First, I learned via 
observation and through two friends of mine who both had extremely high partner counts - one I 
estimate has slept with 200 people and the other I suspect is in the 400 range. (Both are 40'ish now 
and the numbers add up over the decades). Things like social proofing and increasing one's sexual 
market value by "climbing" from one chick to the next I had figured out on my own by the late 
1990's. But it wasn't until I read the Book of Bonecrcker at somewhere around 2005 or 2006 that I 
really seen it laid out in print in a way that corresponded with my own life experiences and 


observations. 


The Bonecrcker is different from much of the game-o-sphere in one key way: His definitions of 
Alpha, Beta & Omega are entirely different from the conventional definitions we are using today. I 
still believe that he is closer to the underlying "Truth" with his ordering of these definitions because 
he goes beyond merely "scoring" and a high partner count in his definitions, for he includes social 
status and the ability to co-operate with other men - in order to create power - as part of his definition 
of "alpha." 


Here are the definitions I learned it under, which will make sense further along in my argument. 


Alpha: The “top” male — both sexually and socially. 
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Beta: Most males in the population. The average guy. 


Omega: The scum/deviant/criminal class 


Zeta: Weak-willed males 


Alpha males don’t usually get the most 


partners. Alpha males get the best chick around and she beats off all the other women with a stick. 
Alpha males are respected in society — they are not only sexually attractive, but they also have great 
social power and have the respect and admiration of other men. Think back to when you were in 
high-school. The star quarterback, while he could have shagged a lot of 6’s, 7’s and 8’s, that is not 
generally what he does. What happens is he gets the prom queen — the best/hottest chick — and they 
usually stay together for quite a while. He does not trade his “10” in for quickies with a series of 
“7s”. The top male pairs off with the top female and they tend to stay together. 


Keep in mind that female hypergamy comes into play with the Alpha. If the prom queen is dating a 
"10", then who would she "trade up" for? Most men are not 10's and there is pretty much only one 
Alpha in any closed group (it's zero sum). Most males are 5's (average), leaving the range from 6 to 
10 for female hypergamy to wish to trade up for when she's dating an "average guy." At the top end 
of the scale, however, there become very, very few prospects for her to view as better than her current 
10, and so the top pair tends to stay together. 


“Beta” males are almost all other males. They are not weak wimps, as they are so often derided as. 
They are merely the males that come in second place (or further). Not everyone can win the footrace 
and place Ist. The sexual marketplace is a zero sum game. There cannot be 12 alphas of equal sexual- 
social rank. It just doesn’t work that way with hypergamy. She prefers only the best, and that does not 
refer to the “top dozen,” but only number one is “The Best.” Beta males generally have more sexual 
partners than Alpha males as they screw around lots when they are younger and sort out their socio- 
sexual rankings before finding the right socio-sexually ranked female to pair off with. Being 2nd 
place does not mean you are a slow runner — it merely means you are second place, which is still 
higher than third, which is still better than fourth. You cannot have 12 firsts — except in modern 
feminist-inspired schoolyard sports. 
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“Omega” males are the scum class as well as the sexually deviant class. These are the bad-boys and 


these are also the guys who have multiple sex partners. A key characteristic of Omega males is that 
they cannot form stable relationships. They are not powerful like Alpha males. They might get lots of 
girls, but essentially they are powerless in society and have little real respect from those around them 
- especially other males. Girls may screw them, but girls don’t stay with them. Not having the respect 
of other males makes them socially powerless, and this is the key to why they are not Alpha males. 


“Zeta” males are weak-willed males. They rarely get sex and when they do, they are ruthlessly 
manipulated and exploited by women. 


When the game community talks “Alpha” they are really describing “Omega” and when they say 
“Beta” they are really describing “Zeta.” The proper references to Real Alphas and Real Betas are 
missing. 


Now, one has to keep in mind that since the rise of feminism in our culture, most males have been 
relentlessly propagandized to believe that Zeta characteristics are the proper ones. After 40 some 
years of this, as well as a healthy heaping of totalitarian styled laws removing all sorts of powers 
from the average male, indeed, if most males are “Beta” males (ie. average people), then it is true that 
this indoctrination has indeed encouraged and tricked the average man into taking on many 
characteristics of the weak-willed Zeta. In this sense it is understandable to confuse the modern Beta 
with the traditional Zeta. 


However, it is entirely false to confuse the Alpha with Omega traits. One must keep in mind that 
human beings naturally exhibit pair-bonding and Alphas still pair bond while Omegas do not. Most 
high partner count people I know, such as my two friends I mentioned above, are Omegas, not 
Alphas. They are sexual deviants with numerous sexual partners but their social ranking is low and 
that is why they need to continually game more than one woman at a time. They can only fool a 
woman into believing they are Alpha for a short amount of time and they have little ability to actually 
keep a woman of high mating value. Another reason they continually need to have more than one 
chick on the go is to protect their own emotional vulnerability. Of course, this behaviour also 
provides the Omega male with social proofing, which helps them get more chicks, but this is a 
different kind of social proofing than that which the Alpha male gets. 
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he “true” Alpha — the high-school 
football star who’s screwing the prom queen - doesn’t need to be sexually promiscuous in order to be 
social proofed. He is social proofed already by dating the best chick. All the other girls “know” who 
the best chick is, and they hate her with an envy that would turn Kermit the Frog three shades greener 
than he already is. Also, every girl would /ike to replace the prom queen herself, because they all 
know that the prom queen’s boyfriend is the highest value male and whoever can displace the prom 
queen will become the new female atop of their female ranking. In other words, the “real Alpha” 
doesn’t need to screw dozens of chicks to have social proofing. He’s already got it by banging the 
hottest chick, which every other girl wishes she could be. Should he and the prom queen split, there 
will be a plethora of women from the lowest sexual rank to the highest trying to achieve status by 
being the prom queen’s replacement. He will be snapped up again very, very fast by another very 
high value female, and he will again ignore all the women below that level. 


Another factor that has enabled Omega behavior to be successful is urban anonymity. It is easy to be 
a “sexual sniper” in the big city where the Omega can easily disappear into the background before the 
valuable Beta class finds him out and ruins his life. You cannot rise in socio-sexual ranking when you 
are constantly cuckolding all those around you, whose co-operation you would need in order to gain 
social power in society. Keep in mind that urban growth is a relatively recent phenomenon in human 
history. For most of history humans lived in relatively small, rural communities and they needed the 
co-operation and respect of those around them, especially other males, in order to survive. 


An apt example of these forces and their results is found within economics. In Keynesian Economics, 
we see all kinds of market distortions. Low/negative real interest rates discourage savings in favor of 
spending — and anyone with half a brain knows that you can’t spend yourself to prosperity. However, 
when faced with falsely imposed negative interest rates, spending money suddenly does make more 
sense than saving money which will have less value in the future. In Keynesian Economics, low 
interest rates also lead to excessive speculation, when anyone with a quarter of a brain knows that 
sound investing is more profitable in the long run than risky speculation. 


In the same way, what we really have going on in society is almost a “Keynesian Sexual 
Marketplace.” In other words, a false economy based on Government Totalitarianism, enabled by 
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Urban Anonymity, and fortified by relentless propaganda encouraging the “average Beta” to assume 
the traits of the weak-willed Zeta — with some further false sexually economic factors in the form of 
the pill and abortion — all combining to skew the “free sexual market.” The whole thing is as false as 
fiat money is to gold, and should these factors be removed, humans would likely revert back to a 
more traditional sexual marketplace — the kind often ballyhooed about in foreign cultures where 
things are not as far along in their screwed-upness as ours. 


If it were not for things like government totalitarianism, women who mate with the scum class would 
find survival very difficult for themselves and their spawn. Many would likely die — and rightfully 
too, according to nature - for choosing an anti-survival strategy of mating with powerless Omegas 
who are unable to properly pair-bond. “True Alpha” males — those with high social and sexual value 
— would survive the best, as they have the best ability to provide, and all the lower ranking males and 
females (the Beta class), would again quickly pair off simply for survival’s sake. No animal, with the 
exception of perhaps lemmings, chooses anti-survival methods of living. 


As for the Omega class, were it not for urban anonymity where they can disappear before being 
forced to deal with the consequences of their actions, they too would likely disappear quickly — most 
likely at the hands of the socially valuable Alphas and Betas. If you lived in a rural community and 
decided to try and screw 100 of the local women, you can almost be guaranteed to make at least 100 
very motivated lifelong enemies. Keep in mind that women are like monkeys and don’t let go of one 
branch until they’ve gotten hold of another. Each time an Omega “scores” another man gets screwed 
over. Except for virgins, pretty much all women are romantically involved with someone at the time 
they decide to discard the old for the new. This is not conducive behavior for gaining social power 
amongst the other males surrounding the Omega male, and in fact will soon leave him completely 
powerless and struggling for survival. If an Omega were the town blacksmith and he screwed 100 of 
the local women, he would soon find a large portion of the town shunning him and taking their 
business to the next town, if someone didn’t outright kill him first for his cuckolding behavior. There 
is very, very little survival value for a woman and child to be attached to an Omega male. Without 
government welfare picking up the slack and creating a “Keynesian Sexual Marketplace,” the natural 
market would soon see both the Omegas and their lovers removed from the race. 


And herein lies the quandary with “game” as it is put forth in the Manosphere today. We have the 
Omega class (low value males — lower than Beta) posing as Alphas (high value males), and since 
Omegas are the scum class rather than socially powerful Alphas who have other males’ cooperation 
(along with high female attraction), the Omegas are flourishing while Beta males are floundering 
after being relentlessly propagandized to emulate the weak-willed traits of the Zetas. And, in many 
ways, Omegas are scum for how they treat other males. There are many who believe that when out 
pussy-hunting, it is their right to screw other men’s wives and then get a chuckle at their cuckolding 
of other men. This is deviant behavior, and certainly not “Alpha.” 


I have seen it pointed out before in Game circles that “Alphas” like to consider all women “theirs” 
and will try to undermine the “Betas” to protect his harem. This is, I believe, incorrect. It is deviant 
Omega behavior that does this. The Alpha has /ots of social co-operation in society because he has 
only one chick — the hottest one — and he stays with her, thereby not screwing over multitudes of 
other men whose cooperation he needs in order to accomplish things. It is the Omegas that choose to 
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screw multitudes of people over in order to achieve their sexual goals. 


The Omega male will also support feminism in many regards, as it makes women sexually loose and 
into bonafide sluts. The Omega gamesman wants women to be sluts with a screwed up, anti-survival 
sense of mating, and the Omega wants his sexual competitors to be denigrated, taking on Zeta male 
traits to the point of them being sexually unattractive to the females in his line of vision. 


Most faux-Alpha Omegas are also actively trying to dominate other men (AMOG'ing) in order to 
raise their sexual ranking and are quite pleased when they succeed in doing so. This is deviancy and 
is not conducive to social climbing but rather, it produces the opposite. Both of my high-partner 
count friends I ended up ejecting from my life because the troubles they brought about to themselves, 
and by extension to me, was enormous. They also had no qualms of sleeping with their friends' 
girlfriends if they could get away with it. "Bro's before ho's" had no meaning to both of my high 
partner count friends and there was constantly a shit-storm following them around because of it. The 
one - the guy who has slept with around 200 women - was relentless in trying to cock-block his 
friends in regard to women, unless he had banged the woman first. As long as he had screwed the 
chick first, he was OK with one of his buddies dating her after. I also discovered over time that he 
had slept with almost all of his friends' wives behind their backs at one time or another - usually 
during times of marital difficulty - and he even had it down to a science. When you start hearing 
about "nailing your friend's wife game," you know you are getting into the deviancy quadrant. 


Think of the guy in the pub who always tries to comb everyone else down with his superior IQ, his 
superior vehicle, his superior house, his superior fighting (bragging) skills, his superior blah blah 
blah, compared to your stupidity, your piece of crap car and house, your wimpy attitude... yeah, that 
is usually the guy that ends up sitting alone in the corner all alone because nobody likes him and 
nobody wants to co-operate with him. Now think of that same guy but he is trying to dominate you 
by sexually stealing your woman, and everyone else’s woman too! Not only is it homo-erotic to try 
and dominate other men by proxy through women, but it also might convince some of those men to 
get up out of their chair and deal with the situation in a very primal way. This is not the behavior of 
an Alpha who has high social standing, but is deviant behavior typical of the scum/criminal class, 
creating damage wherever they go. 


On the other hand, I know two "true alphas." 


They are both assertive and dominant with their women. The one guy is one of my best friends. My jaw just dropped 
when I seen him walk in with his new girlfriend - the absolute hottest girl in town. 


You know what? He refused to have sex with her for the first two months they dated... said he didn't want to until he 
knew they had real feelings for each other (ie. qualifying). He also told her she was not allowed to work as a waitress 
at a pub or anything like that - he just would not stand for it, having all kinds of men at the pub always hitting on her. 


She conformed herself to him and they have been together now for around 16 years. When you went to their house, 
you rang the door bell and knew you had to wait for five minutes because they had to get dressed - after 8 or 9 years, 
they still had sex four times a day. The last time I was there (I don't live in the same town anymore), he was in the 
shower while she called and left a dirty message for him on the answering machine... I was in the living room having 
a beer with his dad and he was in such a hurry to get out of the shower so we wouldn't hear that he fell, ripped the 
curtain off the shower, and ran out naked to stop the recording. His dad and I laughed at him repeatedly all night. But 
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good for him it is like that after all those years. 


The other "alpha" I knew was a guy who married a chick fifteen years younger. He was 40 and she was 25 when they 
met. They had been married for a little over ten years when I knew them. He had been through the divorce wringer 
before and told her they were going to follow traditional gender roles, and that was that. 


They would have me over for dinner, and afterwards, I would try to help cleaning up and doing the dishes. 


"No no no," he would say to me. "We follow gender roles in this house. You came here to help me put siding up on 
the house for a weekend and she didn't help because that was man's work. Now it is time for her to do her work. Let's 
go into the living room and watch NASCAR." 


You know, it was one of the best working marriages I've ever seen. She was very happy. 


Both of these men were very popular and had lots of friends as well as respect in the community. 
There is definitely a difference between these men and the two high-partner-count friends I had, who 
got into fist fights almost as regularly as they got laid. The two "true alphas" had enormous social 
respect and co-operation while the two high-number friends had a vast number of enemies and were 
always looking over their shoulder. 


Does this mean that Game in the conventional sense that we have come to know doesn’t work? 
Absolutely not. It works very well — especially in our false sexual marketplace coupled with the 
ability to disappear into a large urban environment where getting along with others socially is not 
nearly as important as it was only 150 years ago, and throughout most of human history before that. 
Also, knowing that Beta males are being socially conditioned to adopt Zeta behavior is enormously 
useful to regular men/Betas. Hopefully it will help the average man reverse the damage which the 
Zeta-promoting feminist propaganda has brainwashed him with. 


But Omega is not Alpha, because Omegas make too many enemies to be socially successful with 
other men, and when other men don’t want to co-operate with you, you may find yourself truly 
screwed in society, which in turn makes Omegas of extremely low mating (survival) value. If/when 
our governments go broke, as well as everyone else along with them, and the failures of society can 
no longer count on being “bailed out,” the false sexual marketplace will disappear. Without this 
government interference, women who choose low-value, high mate-count Omegas will again be 
forced to pay, and pay dearly, for their anti-survival mating strategies and the true Alpha & Beta 
paradigm will again reappear, simply because of survival strategy. 


These are the times we live in. With Keynesian Economics and the false influences it causes, one 
would have been a complete fool to have sat in gold bullion from 1980 to 2000 while passing on the 
rising real-estate market because of “false Keynesian influences.” You still have to live in the times 
you are presented with until natural forces once again over-rule synthetic ones. In the mean time you 
have to survive and see that your needs are still met. And so it is in the sexual marketplace of today, 
where men have to adjust their behaviour to ensure their needs are met, and thus certain aspects of 
game are indeed advisable to utilize. Perhaps the term Ethical Omegas ought to be created. It is 
unadvisable to pair-bond in our current political climate and yet men's need for sex is very real and 
cannot be denied, thus men ought to make sure that their needs are met while protecting themselves 
as much as possible - therefore it is indeed wise to emulate certain Omega traits such as avoiding 
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"one-itis." But, in the back of one’s mind, it would probably be wise to remember that we are living 
in the times of a false sexual economy and eventually natural forces will overwhelm the synthetic 


ones. Natural forces have a habit of doing that. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Women Choosing Losers 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


All women say they want a dominant, successful, high status man with enlightened values. It is 
extremely easy to identify where a man is in the pecking order; by his job, by his dress, by the way he 
talks and acts and by the way other men treat him. Everyone knows where a man stands. 


This includes women, who could easily snap up a man like this who freely advertises if he is 
available or not. 


The problem is that almost no women actually follow through with this behavior. Dominant, 
successful, high status men with enlightened values are regularly passed up for dangerous, weak, 
emotionally unstable drug dealers with bad BO and a rap sheet as long as my arm. The younger and 
more attractive a woman is, the more likely she is to ignore the good men and screw as many of the 
bad men as she can get her hands on. Not all women do this. Some screw as many fraternity brothers 
as they can handle a night, just as long as they are drunk/high and treat her like dirt. Any man who 
doesn't act this way is labelled a loser, no matter how high status or macho. It's hilarious, and deeply, 
deeply sick. 


Then, when a woman reaches about age 25, she starts to hunt for a man who is both wealthy and 
weak willed. Both qualities are very important, because her sole purpose for hunting this man is to 
attach herself vampire-like onto him and drain him for all he is worth. They continue to screw bad 
men during the entire marriage. Strong willed men quickly say no to this crapola and move on to the 
next woman. After a while, they start to wonder if all women are vampires trying to trick them into a 
bad situation. Certainly they don't meet anyone who actually cares for him and sincerely wants to be 
his wife. 


Many of our country's most powerful men are either unmarried, taken to the cleaners by divorce, or 
are stuck in a marriage that is an obvious lie, often making up for it with dishonourable behaviour. A 
perfect example of this is Bill Clinton. His wife is an obvious lesbian who only married him because 
he was going places and could further her own political ambitions (the pay off isn't always in money, 
lol). 


I'm tempted to say that American women are unable to recognize signs of status, power and high 
quality in men. But it's not true. They know full well what the deal is and purposefully choose the 


weak, psychotic, scum of the earth until they want a meal ticket. 


Real men are left without. 
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Click for Free Online Book -- by Jack Kammer (2002) 
Women Choosing Extinction 


I just downloaded the book, If Men Have All The Power, How Come Women Make The Rules? 
Excellent book, BTW. It's filled with all sorts of interesting information. 


Here's a quote that got me to thinking (originally from The Woman That Never Evolved, by Sarah 
Blaffer Hardy): 


"The central organizing principle of primate social life is competition between females and especially 
female lineages... Females should be, if anything, more competitive than males, not less, although the 
manner in which females compete may be less direct, less boisterous, and hence, more difficult to 


measure" 


Normally, women compete fiercely amongst each other for men. Unlike animals, human children 
take a looooooong time to mature and our most powerful survival ability (our mind) takes significant 


effort to train and develop. Before the modern era, any woman stupid enough to take a weak, deviant 
man, who left after sex... died. At the very least, her child had slim to none survival value. Her 
lineage died out. Normally, women compete for the best men, that competition being intense when 
they are scarce. One thing they don't do is willingly have sex with an inappropriate man, unless there 
absolutely isn't anyone else. Men also compete for the best women. Or rather, for the status among 
our peers that attracts the best women. However, since we don't actually have to bear the children, 
that competition isn't as fierce. Survival of our line has less to do with who we choose and more to do 
with what we do. We (men) compete in who does things best. Women compete in who can get the 
best man. Men have the option of leaving. A woman who left usually died. That's the way it's always 
been and the way it should be. 
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But American women aren't normal. 
They have absolutely stopped competing for good men. They go out of their way to devalue them. 
They freely engage in behaviours that result in the extinction of their lineage. They leave. They 
refuse to raise their children. They engage in infidelity. They choose disposable partners based on 
deviant behavior. The reason why women seem to be so scarce is not because they have made 
themselves unavailable but because they have ceased having any interest whatsoever in extending 
their female lineage to the next generation. There is a natural consequence for that... extinction. The 
children of these women grow up powerless and feral, with increasingly lower status. Eventually, 
their lines will disappear. 


The question we should be asking ourselves is, are we a valuable prize that would normally be 
fiercely competed over? If you are healthy, strong, successful, educated and have values that would 
promote the well being of a family, then that answer is yes. We have been lied to, repeatedly and in a 
systematic manner. What is interesting is what might happen if you left our abnormal women and 
went someplace where the women are desperately competing with eachother for the best men. 


Especially if most of the men who live there don't have these traits. You might come away with a 
different opinion of where you are in the pecking order. 


ood for thought. 


Women Choosing Scumbags 
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There are two reasons women go after scum... the one they tell themselves and the one that's true. 


The one they tell themselves has to do with the archetype of redemption. Love redeems all things. To 
a woman, love redeeming a bad man proves the love is real (too bad their love ain't real, lol). Also, a 
man who treats everyone poorly but herself, must really love her. This is the biggest crock of bull- 
ony... but exploiting this sick, sad, self-deception will account for 90% of your free pussy if you live 
in the US. 


Unfortunately, the real reason women dig bad/low quality men is they are bad/low quality 
themselves. These men have attitudes and behaviours that match their own. 


Excitement is supposed to come from risk-taking behaviours that men like to engage in to have fun. 
But women find bad behavior exciting instead. It's normal for women to be attracted to men that like 
sky-diving, mountain climbing, and going off on adventures at the spur of the moment. It's abnormal 
for women to be attracted to men that like to beat women, have been in jail, and take drugs. But that's 
exactly what's going on today. All of the losers have all the women they can deal with (hehe, but evil 
people are bad for you....both ways), while all of the real men do without. 


Women Who Marry Scumbags 


With rare exceptions, a woman who marries a scumbag does it because she’s nuts. So even if the 
divorce is his fault, it means she is bad news. An example: I dated a woman a few times who had 
only been with one guy before. They had known each-other since they were kids. They fell in love in 
high school, then lived together while going to college (she supported him, actually). About a year 
after he graduated he started smoking crack cocaine with a (supposedly) dramatic change in his 
personality. They were Catholic and she did not want to divorce him. But one day he came home and 
dinner wasn’t ready so he picked up a hammer out of the toolbox and bashed her head in with it. She 
was in a coma for 3 days and filed for divorce afterward (no kids). 


Even though it sounds like she couldn’t be responsible for this having to do with her, I later find out 
WHY he had been doing crack. It turns out that both are 3rd generation members of the mafia. He 
primarily made his money selling drugs and started using. Note that this woman is a doctor now. This 
is a disturbing example because it illustrates two things. The first is that women from traditionally 
reputable situations (professionals etc.) can EASILY actually be from the criminal underclass. The 
other is that, almost without exception, a woman who has to bail on a marriage with a dangerous man 
will have serious skeletons in her closet that clearly demonstrate how her own character is 
responsible for her being with such a man (it ain’t no accident). Unfortunately, you often have to do 
quite a bit of digging to discover this and are usually deeply involved with her before you do. I think 
it is easier (and more reliable) to simply assume such things. 


Children out of wedlock, divorces (particularly multiple divorces), children of mixed parentage 
(unless they are married and successful), ex-spouse in jail, ex-spouse is a criminal, violent, has ever 
used drugs of any type. These are all extremely reliable indicators that you don’t want to have your 
life entangled with this woman. 
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‘Women Love Assholes 


Women find the quality of being an asshole to be very attractive and throw themselves at a guy like 
that... doubly so if the guy is a dangerous asshole. Outside of this country, things are different. 
Assholeness is unattractive. 


This is part of the problem with American men. We've come to accept the twisted attitudes of 
American women and internalize them. Attractive men are going around thinking they are losers, 
while sick, unattractive men with bad BO are going around thinking they are God's gift to women. 


But what's really going on here is like attracts like. Most women in the US have become the female 
version of the sick, unattractive man with bad BO. Unlike men who tend to be one way and stay that 
way for all of their lives, women change dramatically and quickly, depending on how good they are. 
When they are 16, they are hotter than hell. At 23, she's still cute. Cresting 30, she looks like hell. 
And by 35, she's dog ugly and hanging out at K-Mart. This doesn't happen with normal women. It 
doesn't even happen all the time with abnormal women with very good genes (look at Pamela 
Anderson), on the outside. It always happens on the inside. That woman who you totally fell in love 
with at 21, who screwed you over at 23, you wouldn't even recognize today. Her personality is 
nothing like it was back then (if it ever was, but that's a different story). The important thing to 


understand is, it has nothing to do with you. Because it has nothing to do with you, there is nothing 
you can do about it. 


This is probably the biggest reason why women seem so scarce in our culture, even though they 
outnumber us. A woman has a shelf-life of age 15 to 35, maximum. She's really only available 
between the ages of 20 and 29. After that, her unacceptableness becomes much more obvious. If they 
didn't want money from us, they wouldn't even bother to go shopping around for a meal ticket at that 
age. They wouldn't even pretend to be part of our social groups. 


Women Going for Evil Losers 


... Women don’t go for the Olympic gymnast who dresses like a model....no, no, no. That would 
make sense. They go after the guy who looks like he might be a loser. Specifically, they go after the 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 114 of 744 


guy who looks like he might be an EVIL loser. Although a significant number go after the over- 
weight janitor of the local high school, most want the over-weight drug dealer with rotting teeth. The 
whole thing is sick. 


Imagine, if you will, men ignoring Pamela Anderson or the girls from the Victoria Secret 
catalogue.....indeed, treating them like pathetic losers. All the while, chasing after crack addicts, 
combat boot wearing lesbians, and other women with bad BO and a bullet hole or two. And then, 
after reaching age 60 or so, doing Pamela Anderson a favour by going out on a date with her, but 
only because you know she has money. That’s the situation we have with American women in this 
country with regard to men here. Something is wrong with THEM. 


Evil, Not Power, Is Why Women are Attracted to Deviant Men 


Women aren’t attracted to alpha males and they most certainly have no fear of men. Our society, on 
every level, goes out of its way to protect them. For most men, harming a woman is taboo. 


What a woman wants from a man isn’t for him to be powerful. If this was true than large, strong, rich 
men with high IQs would be overrun with pussy. Sadly, this isn’t the case. At best, a woman looks 
for a man like this who is easily manipulated (a rare find) so that she can feed off him during the last 
stages of her self-destruction. But what women go after with zeal and verve are the losers of our 
society.....uneducated, drug-using, criminal scum. Are these men powerful? Absolutely not. That’s 
why they stab you in the back but wouldn’t dare face you man to man. It’s also why they are 
complete failures in life.....they are weak beyond belief. But, other than being weak these bozos have 
one thing in common.....they are all evil. And it is that evil that attracts women. 


Evil, not power, is the defining attribute of women’s attraction toward deviant men. 


Why Women Are Attracted to Bad Men & Thugs 


What I’m talking about is how a bad person ASSUMES other people (actually ALL people) are bad 
without seeing their behavior. They rationalize exploiting them, harming them etc. because they 
know they deserve it anyway. Either that or they reverse the meaning of right and wrong. As in, it’s a 
good thing to harm others if you can get away with it. It means you are strong and they are weak. 
This is at the core of why women are attracted to bad men (criminals, drug-users etc.) They see their 
doing bad things as evidence of them being powerful. They do those things because they can. This is 
probably the most dangerous lie involved in this situation. Bad people do bad things out of weakness, 
not strength. Women, being weak themselves, have no experience with this. Plus, they are self- 
deluded. They want to think of themselves as strong so they alter their perception to see being a bad 
person (ie, seeing someone who is just like them) as being strong, not weak. So, they look like 
someone who is exactly like themselves, only more so. 
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Women and Racism 


In my experience, racism plays a big part of what's going on with American women. Several times I 
have met women whose attraction to men is race based... the more negatively stereotyped, the better. 
Behind their back, they use racial slurs, even when talking about their partner. You talk to them and it 
becomes clear that they have strong racist views, usually negative. They are chasing bad men and the 
racist views colors these men as bad. So, they go after them. It's a complicated issue, and one that 
women will test you on to see if you will accept it from them. 


For example, there was one stripper I knew. For awhile, she was sizing me up as a potential man. One 
day, out of the blue, she says this to me, "I've been with a lot of black boys." "Do you think less of 
me?" My answer to her at the time was, "Of course not." 


But that was the wrong answer. My answer should have been yes. There are several reasons. First of 
all, she is testing me, not looking for reassurance of her worth. She wants to see if I will accept her in 
a devalued state. If the answer to that is yes, she loses interest (she did lol) and, at the same time, goes 
hog wild in the process of devaluing herself further. On the surface, she wants to know if I'm racist. 
But what she is really saying is she is racist, and a whore to boot. What's behind her statement is 
several years of screwing black men, but only from the criminal class of society. She did this in 
exchange for money and drugs. Certainly she would have no interest in a black man in a 3-piece suit 
and a law degree. Part of the manipulation has to do with what she means by "black boys." She 
means black men from the criminal class of society. But, phrasing it this way is a trap. If you say it 
devalues her, it seems like something racist (being with black guys devalues you) but, it's the having 
sex with men from the criminal class that devalues her. If you say no to this sort of behavior, it 
implies that you are racist. You'll see a lot of manipulation along these lines in society, especially 
with women. They want you to accept deviant behavior by associating it to minorities. Reject the 
behavior and they act as if you rejected the minority. 


You will see this pattern repeatedly with American women... multiple minority partners, sometimes 
multiple children of mixed racial background. The big lie is that inter-racial couples are now 
accepted, so people feel free to get together with those they like. But the truth is that racism and 
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fucked-upness are behind most of these relationships (white men with black women; seem to me to 
be the exception). Look for extreme racist views in one or both of the partners (should be the LAST 
thing in an inter-racial couple), a history of trading sex for money and drugs, and multiple one night 
stands, often resulting in children. Like any good lie, there is always a grain of truth in the center to 
give it credibility. There are lots of legitimate inter-racial marriages. You can tell the legitimate ones 
by their stability, high degree of education of both partners, and successful career the man has. 


Racist views of women are a part of what's going on. 


Women Pairing Up with Black Men is Almost Always Based on Racism 


To be blunt, white women pairing up with black men is almost always based on racism. You see this 
very clearly in specifically who those black men are. Rich, successful, educated black men have the 
fewest choices on earth, unfortunately. Black women of the same status are RARE and their access to 
white men isn’t very great (they don’t want them). Contrast that with black men from the criminal 
class which have ample numbers of black women of their same status around (sad, but true) and, 
more importantly, have great access to white women of ALL social status. These women view these 
men as scum and get involved with them as part of their own downward, self-destructive death spiral. 
Contrast what is going on with Asian women and white men. Do you see large numbers of white men 
from the criminal class hooking up with Asian girls? No. What you see is large numbers of 
successful, educated white men seeking out Asian girls for the same reasons we do. They are trying 
to find a woman of quality. Most would prefer a woman from their own culture, just out of ease of 
access. But finding the well poisoned, they have no choice but to look elsewhere. That elsewhere 
happens to include various asian cultures, to a large extent. A few guys have an Asian fetish. But 
most just want a good woman.....and are willing to honor that opportunity by being a good man. 


This isn’t a zero sum game, folks. The numbers we are talking about in all situations is quite small. 
Certainly, the number of white women with black guys does not appreciably lower the access of the 
average white guy to white women, at all. I can’t really comment about black women’s access to 
black men or Asian men’s access to Asian women, but it is probably not at all. What limits white 
men’s access to white women is the pathetically low quality of those women.....making high quality 
white women extremely rare. Black women (and black men, lol) have this same problem which is a 
separate issue that, quite frankly, the black community seems to have little interest in addressing. 
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Asian men don’t have that problem and any asian man that is having trouble finding an Asian girl 
should probably ask himself why they are avoiding him....and fix it. Because, it’s not the white skin 
the Asian girls want. It’s the way those men treat her. 


I'll go even further than that. I’ve known women like this (even lived with one for a decade). When 
they aren’t in earshot of black people, they call them niggers. It’s strong, blatant racism. They 
actually hate minorities (almost as much as they hate themselves). And the only reason they are with 
a black man is they are looking for a man who is low life scum. They consider any man who is a 
minority to be low life scum. The more they fit the sterotype, the better. In other words, it’s not the 
black lawyer they think is attractive; it’s the black gang member. 


This is a lot different than fetishism. Fetishism is only a perversion that gets in the way of forming a 
real attachment to your partner. This is something far more sinister.. 


(One 
Ihave standards 


omen Have No Standards 


The problem with women is they really don't have standards. They say they have standards but they 
are mostly bullshit. The day after she randomly rejects you (claiming not measuring up to her 
standard), you will see her with some loser that meets nobody's standards. 


Women and men both should have standards. For a woman, the man should be reasonably fit (ie not 
100 pounds overweight), the same height as her, the same education and socio-economic standing, 
should not have bad habits (drugs, alcohol, smoking, criminal record etc.) should have a job (within 
reason, type and income are irrelevant), should have his own living space (ie not living in his parents 
basement or at a PADS shelter), but most important of all, he should be of good character. I have yet 
to meet a woman who actively seeks out men who meet these reasonable standards. However, I meet 
pleeeenty of women who have taken men from the trashcan of society. I would like to point out, that 
a woman without real standards (as opposed to simple lip service to the idea to cover for her fucked- 
upness) is of low quality. 


Personally, I have very high standards with women. I'll fuck a woman who isn't up to snuff, but the 
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amount of time I let her hang around is directly related to how well she meets my standards. Most of 
my standards are related to character. Most people's should be. 


Women With Past Abusive Partners 


One thing this woman will never do is respect a man that doesn’t use violence against her. Shell 
repeatedly seek out sick, dangerous men. Because she is sick herself, she won’t see them as sick 
(actually weak) and dangerous. She’ll see them as sexy and desirable. One day, she will “settle” for 
some guy who isn’t like this. She will treat him as disrespectful as possible. She’ll also engage in an 
escalating campaign to get him to abuse her and to self-destruct her entire life. Eventually, she’ Il 
leave. One thing is certain, she will blame everything on men (mostly on the men who aren’t violent, 
because they are safe to hate) and will steadfastly refuse to do even the most basic behaviours 
necessary to get a good man and maintain a relationship with him. 


No one can do a damn thing to help her. When a woman tells you about dangerously psychotic 
behaviours from previous men in her life, run the other way as fast as you can. They are emotionally 
unstable.....and like it. 


Sexist! Offensive! 


The whole PC, feminist nonsense is only a half truth, as far as they are concerned. When a good 
(read, safe) man does anything even the slightest bit non-grovelling, it’s sexist and offensive. But if a 
man who treats them like dirt does it, it’s sexy. 


The same woman who is highly offended because some 100K a year educated professional glances at 
her ankle, will happily spread her legs for homeless guy with missing teeth who tells her she is a ‘ho. 


And we wonder why young men are dressing with their pants down around their ankles, going yo’ 
yo’ yo’ all the time, emulating this crap. They do it because being a normal person doesn’t work. 


Women are supposed to go after dominant men. Men who take what they want and pay for 
it.....intelligent, successful, and charismatic. But, they treat these guys like losers. Instead, they go 
after DEVIANT men.....rude, ignorant, weak, bad habits, but most of all.....treats them without a 
single ounce of respect. In other words, someone who reinforces the way they see themselves and is a 
match for how they REALLY are. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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- It was Eve who seduced the man - in compensation there is no undertaking more appealing to a woman than 
to become loved by someone who has gone astray and who now, in loving her, will let himself be led along the 
right path. This appeals to a woman so much that she is not infrequently deceived, because such a person puts 
everything over on her - and she believes everything - perhaps also because the thought of being the man's 
savior is so very satisfying to her. -- Man/Woman, Kierkegaard's Journals 
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Abusive Behaviour (DV, Stalkers, Sarcasm & Shaming 
Language) 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


The struggle for dominance is a natural and normal part of human sexuality. There was this very 
funny joke on Star Trek the Next Generation, where Worf makes a comment that Klingon women 
like to throw heavy objects (with this introverted, lustful expression). What makes this joke funny is 
that both men and women in lust, yell, hit each other, throw things around and say nasty things to 
each other. Passion tends to leap out at odd times into unpredictable behaviour. This is the animal 
part of us refusing to be caged anymore. People in love fight a lot. 


But abuse is something different. It is a weak, evil person attempting to make themselves feel better 
by inflicting suffering on another. It has sadistic and masochistic qualities. The people who do it will 
only do it if it is safe to do so. Men who do this tend to get drunk/high and then make up an excuse to 
beat their wives (substance abuse is a big, BIG part of abuse). Women tend to engage in protracted 
campaigns to get their partner to abuse them. The most common form of this is to be as disrespectful 
of the man as possible, especially in public. Physical abuse of the man is also very common. They 
keep it up until the man hits them. Then, they try to condition the man to hit them on a regular basis. 
Most importantly, they actively select only men that will beat them. They are very good at this. If 
they accidentally choose a man who won't ever beat them, they will make his life miserable and then 
abandon him. 


The best, most effective way to handle abuse, for both men and women, is to nip it in the bud. 
Absolutely refuse to even give the time of day to anyone who even gives you the slightest possible 
suspicion they are abusive. At even the slightest hint of abuse, break things off immediately and 
refuse to ever talk to that person again.....no exceptions. This is important because abusers will test 
the waters with you by seeing if you will take them back. Make sure they find out that you won't. 


This doesn't mean you break up immediately with someone just because you had a fight though. You 
will fight bitterly all the time with anyone you have passion with. It's the sadistic and masochistic 
qualities you are looking out for. Drug/alcohol use is a big red flag, as is any sort of criminal past. 
Especially look for any sort of past abusive relationships. Women that have been beaten by partners 
and/or raped, are big no-no's. It's extremely un-PC to say so, but most women who have been raped 


by someone they know went out of their way to be with a high-risk man. Again, drugs and alcohol 


are a big factor. You definitely don't want a woman like that. She will torture you incessantly for not 
being a rapist scumbag yourself. 


It should go without saying that women who engage in child abuse/neglect deserve to be 
pariahs....accommodate them. They are completely unsuitable for even the most casual sexual fling. 


Any woman that is any way involved with the sex for money industry (stripping, porn, prostitution, 
and politics) has 90% of her screws loose. This industry is all about letting someone beat them in 
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exchange for cocaine, meth and other speedy drugs. Run very fast in the opposite direction. 


Wanrning......the cycle of abuse tends to make both partners obsessed with each other. Obsession is 
caused by all situations where pain and pleasure are randomly doled out (just look at gambling, lol). 
If you fail to nip these relationships in the bud, don't be surprised if you discover you can't later give 
them up, no matter how bad it gets. Also, don't be surprised if your partner leaps out at you with a 
butcher knife from the bushes some dark night. Having evil people obsessed with you is a very bad 
thing.. 


Domestic Violence Myths = Cold War 


Most discussions on domestic violence ignore the truth surrounding it. There are dangerous double 
standards and myths involved in the whole industry. The myth is that women are victims of domestic 
violence. The truth is that most calls to the police about domestic violence are women using the 
system to harm their husbands and children. Rarely are such calls used to protect themselves from 
actual domestic violence. The truth also is that women engage in domestic violence in both equal 
amounts and equal severity. The double standard means men rarely call police about it. It also means 
children are often left at risk from it. 


To put it bluntly, the whole system is a huge lie. It rarely involves itself in real domestic violence 
between men, women and children. Instead, it is the opening gambit when a woman seeks to destroy 
her family, usually through divorce. It's no accident that the system is set up this way. Powerful, evil 


people set it up that way on purpose. If you pay attention to this and other issues, you start to see a 


disturbing pattern of intentional manipulation of our institutions and social norms. It's as if a "cold 
war" was being waged on the US, trying to tear it down from within. 


Why, is an interesting question. It's largely unanswerable at this time. (Edit - it's Cultural Marxism). 


However, who, can often be answered (big example: Hillary Clinton). These people need to be 


disempowered at every turn. It means becoming aware of them and voting against them. It means 
boycotting those people, companies and other groups you see participating in this in various ways. 
Realistically, it means avoiding marriage and children like the plague, for the time being. 


Two Things Men Need to Know About Domestic Violence 
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SLAP A BITCH 


Because you too can own this look of satisfaction 


There are two things that all men need to 
know about domestic violence that very few men actually know. The first is that women usually 
initiate domestic violence. Sure, there are a handful of wacko men who like to beat women and 
women flock to these men so they have no lack of victims. But, for the most part women will engage 
in specific behaviours (including but not limited to hitting the man) to try and initiate a physically 
abusive relationship. Most of these behaviours involve shame and humiliation of some sort. The 
second thing men need to know is that violence against women is the normal, instinctual defence 
mechanism to prevent insane behavior on the part of women, from threatening survival. Quite 
literally, the woman is ripping apart the relationship and violence is the last ditch effort to prevent 
that from happening. It should be rare, but it’s not. 


The solution is the same for both cases and involves self-awareness, clarity and the willingness to act. 
That solution is to immediately and permanently get rid of the woman with no chance of her coming 
back into your life. If a woman ever hits you or ever does anything shameful or humiliating to you, 
just dump her, with no explanation and no further contact. If she shows up at your place (and she 
will), call the cops against her. Refuse to talk to her and refuse any contact with her. She will try to 
sneak in and suck your dick (I’m not being facetious here) to make things all better until the next 
time. And she will try to initiate contact for purposes of revenge. Don’t allow either. Your 
relationship is always, always, always time limited. When this shit starts to happen it means that 
timer ran out some time ago. You have no recourse and there is no point in further contact with her, 
let alone trying to make anything work or trying to fix anything. 


This is one of the most important reasons to not allow a woman to live with you. It is almost 
impossible to get rid of a woman before she causes you significant harm, if she is living with you. If 
she isn’t living with you, all you need to do is change the locks. If, for some reason, you allowed a 
woman to fool you into living with her, the solution is to leave without warning and with no 
forwarding address. Get a U-haul, wait until she is not home, load all your stuff up and drive off, 
even if its just to the YMCA you are driving to and you have to place your crap in storage. Talk to a 
lawyer and explain the situation with the lease. Have him contact the landlord and make 
arrangements to deal with this with absolutely no contact info of yours being given out. If you own 
property together, you will probably have to abandon it to her (might as well, as the court will just 
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give it to her anyway)....although a lawyer could help that situation also. The goal here is to leave 
quickly, permanently, without explanation and without your abusive partner being able to ever have 
contact with you again. Often, men who don’t do this, will have something bad happen to them. They 
will be accused and convicted (really the same thing) of some crime, or some criminal will try to 
murder them (happened to a friend of mine). And, it will happen to you so don’t kid yourself. If you 
are REALLY unlucky, some criminal will try to murder you and you will fight back, killing him. 
Then, you will spend the rest of your life being gang raped by his friends in prison. 


Abuse is a Game You Can't Win 


Abuse is a game you can’t win. As a matter of fact, the main purpose of abuse is to get you to abuse 
her. Once a relationship has devolved into abuse it becomes very unstable and feeds off the abuse. 
This often involves slow but steady escalation. The only way to handle this is to terminate the 
relationship, quickly and permanently. Having other options (ie other women) is an excellent 
technique to absolutely prevent abuse. Women whine incessantly that men are abusers but that’s a lie. 
The truth is that, mysteriously, abuse is completely absent when a man reserves options (forbids 
monogamy and living together). Quite literally, physical and verbal abuse is a cycle that women start, 
women maintain, and women escalate. Making it clear that the relationship is over at the very FIRST 
sign of this, is 100% effective in preventing all abuse. Don’t ever put up with the slightest bad 
behavior. You don’t have to play that game. Doing so makes you a loser. 


Stalkers 


You know, I’ve never met a man before who exhibits the behavior of a stalker. But I have met several 
women who have. I’ve even been stalked by a woman for a period of years. She would call up, 
sometimes say perverted things and hang up but later, just call and say nothing for awhile and then 
hang up. I’d move have an unlisted phone number and peace for a few weeks, and then she’d find out 
somehow and start up again. I had made the mistake of dating this woman when I was a freshman in 
college. I decided she was a deranged wacko and broke it off. Her response was to try and run me 
down with her car (hehe, she missed). After about 4 years of the calls, she lost interest. 


A female “friend” of mine got involved with a married, soon-to-be-divorced man (yeah right). When 
he inevitably decided to return to his wife and child, she started to stalk him.....showing up at his 
work, following him around, and calling his house all the time. Stupidly, this guy fucked her again. 
Just after he came, while he was still lying in bed, she called his wife on the phone and yelled at her, 
“Guess what, I just fucked your husband.” And she doesn’t understand why I don’t want to know her 
anymore. 


Like many things, stalking is something something most women do and only a handful of men do. 


Sarcasm 


Sarcasm has two meanings when a woman uses it. When she says she is sarcastic, what she means is 
she will be mean to you, try to cut you down and make you feel bad with humour that belittles you. 
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But when she says she is looking for a lover who is sarcastic, what she means is she wants a guy who 
engages in light hearted teasing with sexual undertones (think little boys chasing little girls around 
the playground to tug on their hair), often busting her balls, challenging her about her beliefs etc. in a 
way that is best defined as cocky. In family type relationships, older siblings often do this to younger 
siblings as a normal way of fostering bonding and closeness. It’s natural and normal for a woman to 
want that from her man. It’s neither natural nor normal for a woman to want to be what she is calling 
“sarcastic”. Don’t fall for the double-speak. When used to describe a man, it means affectionate. 
When used to describe a woman, it means abusive. Very rarely, you will run into a woman who is 
“sarcastic” like she wants from a man. She is trying to prime the pump to get you to act the same 
way, and she never calls herself sarcastic. It is very easy to tell the difference. It has a benevolent 
quality, rather than a malevolent one (this also goes for weeding out the rare abusive man, BTW). 


\td id ide Os OTs 


Shaming Language 


One liners like "get a life" are attempts at manipulation. Women use them constantly. What they 
mean by "life" is whatever behaviours, attitudes and way of living (in this case, as a servile worm) 
they want. The implied message is that whatever you are doing instead of this is weak, wrong, bad, 
unworthy and worthless. If they actually came right out and said what everyone already knows they 
mean......"Stop behaving independently and demanding better treatment and certainly don't make me 
compete against better women, because that's wrong to do and it somehow makes you a weak and 
worthless person".....they might get a little bit of resistance. 


So, instead, they say it in a manipulative manner. The real message is in what's implied and the knee- 
jerk emotional response they are trying to evoke. Like all manipulations, it relies on you being fooled 
by it. 90% of all women's power is based on similar illusions. If men ever wised up, en 
masse.....they'd be in for some serious trouble. 
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You Must Be a Loser! 
(Re.: A Female Response to an Online Dating Profile) 


Note the assumption that since she doesn’t find your profile attractive, you must be a loser. "Loser" 
being a highly emotionally charged yet undefined term. In other words, you couldn’t ask, "Well, what 
could I do to not be a loser?" and get a legitimate answer. On a related topic, you couldn’t ask her 
what would make you a winner. You couldn’t change what you do in any way that would make her 
want you. 


The sole purpose of her response is to blame you for a problem she has. You will actually see this 
pattern repeated over and over again. She does something wrong (which in this case she did.....she 
started to immediately criticize you over the slightest slip of the tongue). The normal response is to 
go, "Ummm, sorry. You’re an asshole. Bye." But, when you try to explain why, she acts like you are 
being incredibly insulting. Actually, her attitude is, "How dare you protest even the slightest bit about 
her heaping abuse on you!" To say that the correct response is to immediately break off contact with 
no explanation at all is putting it mildly. This person is sitting around wondering why all her 
interactions with men end with them either rejecting her or using her and then dumping her. This 
pattern is why. 


And it's why she doesn’t deserve any better. 
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Immature or Evil? 


I think it's dangerous to chock women’s extremely fucked up behaviour to capriciousness, 
childishness and immaturity. These are innocent qualities you attribute to children that often make 
them endearing. You tolerate them. The crap that women do is much more akin to what criminals 
do......a repeated pattern of victimization with testing before hand to see if it is safe. If you tolerate 
criminals, they see it as a green light....same with women. Children, on the other hand, with very rare 
exceptions, are intrinsically good. They need guidance, not suppression of evil instincts and 
behaviour. Children grow up healthy and wealthy and wise, with proper guidance. American women 
are completely unaffected by guidance. 

To put it another way, American women are not walking astray. They are engaged in intentionally 
evil acts with full awareness of what they are doing. If it was the former, you would simply shepherd 
them to another, better way. Since it's the latter, your behaviour must be designed to severely limit 
your potential as a victim. 
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Heiter 


Click for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 
Are Women Children or Adults? 


The logical conclusion that women are just children in adult bodies is that they need to be shielded 
from the consequences of their actions, just like children. That is perhaps the single most damaging 
assumption that has resulted in our current unfair and draconian system of legal, social and 
employment double standards. Women are not children in adult bodies. They are adults with all the 
responsibilities that implies. When one shirks his or her responsibilities there are consequences. It is 
both inappropriate and the source of all our problems with women for us to make up for their bad 
behavior, both as individuals and as a society. 


Also, what do you do with unruly children after you have shielded them from the consequences of 
their actions? You punish them, so they won’t do it again later on. Punishing a woman for her own 
good is a one way ticket to prison. Again, women are adults, not children. You don’t punish them. 

Instead, you force them to accept the natural consequences of their own behavior. Eventually, men 
will figure this out and we will have a new system that decides how society reacts to an individual 

based on merit, not on gender. 
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Part of Breaking Up is About the Drama; Passive Aggression 


and the Female Orgasm 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Women are neurotic freaks and very insecure. Part of the dumping process, for them, is the drama. 
They want you to crawl, to try to get them to stay. If you just don’t care, it’s devastating to them. 
Even worse is if you beat her to the punch and dump her first. 


Understand this, if nothing else. They all leave eventually. Either they walk out, or they do something 
so bad that you had better throw them out. When you get involved with one, you need to keep this in 
mind. Since it is going to happen anyway, it really is no big deal. Also, you have absolutely no reason 


to limit yourself to only them. When the time comes, they will present it as one of the several 
variations of the dramatic breakup. Your response should be: So? Preferably, it should only mean that 
you spend more time with a girl or two you see on the side while you shop around for a replacement. 


It is absolutely right to think that you cannot control the sickness in women. But, I would like to point 
out that you do not have to let it affect you either. There are certain situations that force you to do so 
(mostly due to government sticking its nose in where it doesn’t belong) but they can be avoided (ie 


don’t breed, and don’t get married.) 


Love is a Verb 


Drama is one of the major techniques for seducing a woman. However, understand that you are 
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dealing with extremely transitory states. Over time, her receptivity to your trying to stimulate strong 
emotion in her drops (the more she gets to know you, the less you can provoke a fantasy in 
her....even if it’s not actually a fantasy, but reality). Also, the moment you stop, your relationship 
vanishes. No matter how cool, rich, powerful, pretty, mysterious, passionate, or sexy you are, the 
value she places on you drops over time. Once it reaches zero, she is immune to your charms. This is, 
of course, completely insane. If you stick around too long, you can and will have the wonderful 


experience of her wandering off from you, after all the energy you expended toward keeping her 
attracted to you, to be with a total loser. You could be going out on romantic dates, doing exciting, 
dangerous things together, followed by hours of mind blowing sex, only to have her leave you for 
some asshole who only wants to lay on the couch, and hasn’t gotten it up in a decade, because she 
thinks you are boring. As a matter of fact, she won’t stick around you much longer than if it was you 
laying around on the couch all day. 


Doing stuff like this is great for getting laid. But to maintain a relationship, it just doesn’t work, 
because the reason relationships fizzle out is solely due to a woman’s choice to not breathe life into it. 


Rather than work too hard to make a woman attracted, I prefer to make strong attraction to me the 
main criteria for letting a woman be a part of my life. The moment her attraction starts to wane, I start 
looking for a woman who IS attracted to me. Look at it this way, in the beginning (within reason) it is 
the man’s responsibility to foster attraction in a woman. But very quickly, it becomes the woman’s 
responsibility to feel attraction (and other emotions like warmth, affection and love). These emotions 
are actually behaviours she chooses to do. They don’t just happen and they aren’t a response to what 
you do (you can only just prime the pump), they are something she chooses to DO. And women do 
them, until they lose interest and wander off. Then it’s like you never existed. 


Or, to put it another way, love is a verb. 


Passive Aggression Related to the Female Orgasm 


| 


When a woman orgasms, it has little to do with what the man is doing 
to her and mostly to do with what she is doing inside her head. 


A woman can easily orgasm with any man she chooses to. If the woman you are with isn't orgasming, 
it's because she chooses to see you as someone who isn't sexually stimulating, hence the need for 
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“romance”. It is extremely important to understand that (within limits) how sexual you appear toward 
a woman isn't under your direct control. You can slim down, lift weights and even get cosmetic 
surgery and she won't be attracted. She will, temporarily, be attracted to a guy who makes himself 
unavailable. And she definitely will be attracted if you make yourself inappropriate in some way 
(leather jackets, tattoos, earrings and other bad boy image stuff are favourites). 


Part of this is the hilarious situation that often a woman you barely know orgasms like a banshee at 
the slightest stimulation, and then becomes completely frigid later on in the relationship. Often they 
will try to mask this as "issues with intimacy". But what is really going on here is she is purposefully 
shutting down her own sexual impulses because she no longer thinks she needs to please you 


He 


anymore. 


This isn't true with men. A woman who makes herself look in certain stereotypical ways will make 
herself generically attractive to all men. And a woman who screws you with ardour and skill, will 
definitely make you orgasm. 


The point here is frigidity in women is a big warning sign. It is intentional passive-aggressive 
behavior that is just a part of the bigger issue of disrespect. If a woman starts having "sexual 
problems" like this, dump her immediately, for two reasons: The next one won't (1.e., there is 
absolutely nothing wrong with the way you are fucking her) and, the woman you just dumped seems 
to have no problem orgasming with the biker/meth dealer living next door (even though, he is so 
drugged out of his mind, he can barely get it up). 
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Just Say "No" to Divorced Women & Single Moms 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Most men who are divorced have been abandoned/victimized by a woman who flaked on them. They 
did their part, she did not. He did not want the divorce and she forced it on him, for no reason at all 
beyond her own insanity. The reverse is not true. Most women who are divorced, caused their 
divorce, chose divorce, forced divorce on their husband and and did all sorts of things to cause as 
much harm as possible, usually during a self-destructive death spiral. To say any sane man should 
stay the hell away from them is an understatement. There are exceptions, but they are relatively 
uncommon. Just as there are exceptions to divorced men. Some were abusive freaks, or ran off with 
their secretary or something equally inappropriate. But they are rare outside the lower socio- 
economic classes. Even the exceptions (and I have direct experience with this), a man will find she is 
the type of woman who seeks out bad men. You'll see a long history of weeding out the good men 
and only choosing the bad. Not that big of a problem. The problem happens when they try to get you 
to recreate the behavior and then dump you if you refuse. Ahhh yes, the joys of being called a loser 
because you refuse to beat someone. 


The bottom line. Men should just say no to divorced women, especially with kids. But women don't 
have to follow the same rule. They can find many great men who have been divorced and encounter 
few problems if any. The kids thing though is a hassle, and a major obstacle to any type of serious 
long-term relationship, even if they are very young when you first come on the scene. 


Living Together is a Scam 
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The problem with living together is it’s a huge scam. You think you are getting a girlfriend but the 
only reason she is there at all is to spend 100% of her time manipulating you into marriage, while 
blocking off your access to other women. If you don’t have options, her behavior goes hog wild. 
Your ability to walk away is severely compromised. You'll definitely be abused and you will 
probably end up married. 


Additionally, some states have bizarre laws that give a live in women close to the same ability to 
screw you as a wife. 


Once the camel gets its head in the tent, it gets all the way in. You can’t get her out without your 
belongings being strewn all over the desert. 


Sleeping with Single Moms and Co-Habitating 


I SUPPORT 


— 
SINGLE MOMS 


Unfortunately, I have had experience sleeping with single moms and cohabitating (not both with the 


same woman, thank God). What I have found is the mother will neglect her children in the extreme in 
order to spend time with you, doing one perverted thing after another. When she gets tired of you, she 
will use the children as an excuse to blow you off (sorry I can’t see you anymore, our relationship 
takes too much time away from my children). If you balk at this, she will take the “how dare you try 
to get me to neglect my children to satisfy your petty needs” approach. Many guys I know tell me 
that single mothers try very hard to turn them into a daddy for their kids. Since I make it a point to 
always be as disreputable as possible, none have tried that tact with me, yet. But I can see where this 
is a major thing to be careful of and a good reason to enforce a no contact policy with her kids. The 
worst part of dating a mother is having to endure her constant abuse of her children. The moment you 
say anything about it, you and her are quits. It’s fucked up. 


I learned a very painful lesson cohabitating with a woman for 10 years. That lesson was that women 
never truly become attached to any man, no matter how deep or intense the relationship seems, no 


matter how monogamous or even if you are engaged, married whatever. My woman and I were 
everything to eachother and planned to get married as soon as we both had our doctorates. I stood by 
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her through incredibly tough times and took care of her, moulding her from the silly bitch she was 
into a capable and successful professional woman. And she walked out of my life without a second 
thought, for no discernable reason. Literally, the week before, she made me swear to never leave her 
and to love her forever. She took our love and murdered it, in exchange for something sick and 
unworthy. 


FANTASY 


ISLAND2 


-uis P 


Click Pic for "Living in La-La-Land" 
This anecdote illustrates perhaps THE most important thing about dating American women. The 
relationships are disposable and the love isn’t real (although you will think it is, no matter how much 
you know better). Because of this, there is NEVER a reason to have them as anything but a fuck toy. 
That is what they are for. The choice isn’t yours to make and if you make decisions based on any 
other understanding, you are in for the ultimate ass kicking. Because of this, it is an extremely bad 
idea to cohabitate with a woman or allow your lives to become entangled in any way. She WILL be 
gone, sooner, rather than later, and will rip up any part of your life that is entangled with hers. Live 
together? Expect to be homeless afterwards. Married? Expect to be divested of your children, your 
home and your life’s savings. 


When it comes to American women, just say no to any sort of closeness or permanent relationship. 
When you are ready to give up your 5 girlfriends who don’t even know (and don’t care) what your 
last name is, marry an Asian chick. This is no guarantee of happiness but marriage and sincere love 
are at least possible. 
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RELATIONSHIPS «0-2 
~ s Just Say No to Women with Kids 


Some things people should know about women with kids. The obvious one is that a woman with a 
kid (especially if out of wedlock) is a huge warning sign that something is wrong with the woman. 
She goes out of her way to create bad situations with men and that will include you. 


But, not so obvious is the fact that you will be expected to support the kid eventually. That’s the 
woman’s goal for having a relationship with you in the first place. That is not an appropriate reason. 
She’s not looking at you as a friend, a lover, a man. She is looking at you as a source of money. But, 
understand that you are absolutely not welcome to be a father to that child. If you try, she will hurt 
you and will probably have you hauled off by the police for some made up reason (probably child 
molestation). Additionally, if you stick around, that child is going to grow up to be criminal scum. 
First will come the drug use (which you won’t be allowed to stop), then the crime and violence. Some 
of this will be directed toward the mom (I have direct experience with this wonderful situation) and 
still, you will not be allowed to intervene. 


Lastly, women like this are strongly attracted to men who are 
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criminals or otherwise completely fucked in the head. Her attraction to you is zero. The only reason 
she is sucking your cock is so you will support her and her child or will in the near future. If she ever 
understands that you won’t, you are finished. Eventually she will replace you with a criminal type, 
you being a source of funds or not. She’ll probably want to marry you so that, after the divorce, you 
will be forced to continue to pay while she fucks her criminal scum. 


Let me ask you something. Does this sound like something you would want? Of course not. Don’t 
believe the bullshit lies that try to make men feel guilty for not wanting women with kids. It’s not that 
they are an inconvenience (although that is a legitimate reason right there for not dating them). It’s 
not that men don’t want to be responsible for children in our society (although, this responsibility is 
NOT yours, it’s hers and her child’s father) It’s that it is an extremely reliable warning sign for 
extremely bad behavior in the future. 


Just say no to women with kids. 


A Real Man Wouldn't Shun a Woman with Kids 


Any time you hear a term like “real man” you should automatically assume someone is trying to 
manipulate you. What they are trying to do is convince you that cleaning up the mess they made of 
their own lives is your responsibility. That you don’t have the right to choose the women and the 
situation that is best for you. That you are somehow less if you do what you want instead of what 
they want. The correct response to this is to laugh in their face. Feel free to meet her, seduce her, fuck 
her and then dump her because she has a kid. Sorry toots, you’re great, but there is just no future in a 
relationship with you because of all the bad decisions you made in the past...... and it’s your 
responsibility to deal with it, not mine. 
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Living in La-La-Land 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


o~ AT 2" 


FANTASY 


ISLANDA 


I think that the basic problem is that most women here are only interested in the fantasy of living life 
and not the reality of it. Only what is going on in their heads matters to them, not what is actually 
going on outside in the real world. Any time there is a conflict between the two, they treat what's in 
their head as true rather than what's outside. That's the very definition of a crazy person. A big 
problem with that is what goes on in your head is transitory and ephemeral. It disappears as soon as 
you daydream about something else. 


However, the behavior women do based on this have very real and permanent consequences. 


For example, if you have some fantasy about being in love with a guy, marry him and then have kids, 
but 10 years later you lose interest in that fantasy, the consequences of that are rather harsh. And 
women never seem to realize what is at the root of their problems. They tend to blame the problems 
on men. Blah, blah, blah... I don't love you anymore because you are boring, unromantic and a whole 
bunch of other things that are thinly veiled bullshit with no basis in reality. The truth is they were 
never in love in the first place. Love has to do with what you do outside in the real world... your 
behavior and what you build with it. It has nothing to do with what is going on in your head, even 
though what is going on in your head may be fun and exciting. 
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I think a pretty basic thing every man 
needs to pay attention to when in any relationship is how much does the woman's behavior match up 
with what she is saying. She says "I love you", but does she act in a loving manner? Does she do 
things that are incompatible with a person who loves you? Most importantly, does she work toward 
long term goals based on nurturing a love relationship that is permanent, or is she just along for the 
ride. Very few women act in any way except just enjoying the moment. What that means is, your 
behavior and the decisions you make with regard to her should be based on that. I think it is 
inappropriate to be monogamous with someone who is just having fun times with you. Certainly it is 
not a good idea live with them, marry them and God forbid, have children with them. Those things 


absolutely require certain continuous and extended behaviours that the woman (and men and women 
are absolutely different in this regard) is just not interested in. 


To put it another way: American men make the best husbands on the planet. But, American women 
make the worst wives. 


Everyone except Americans seems to know it, too. 


Women Don't Hate Men, But Don't Love Them Either 
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Click Pic for "You're Such a Tool!" 
Outside of the psychos, my experience has been that women don’t hate men (any woman who hates 
men is a pariah....and knows it). The problem is that they don’t love them either. They feel, and are 
often addicted to, the strong emotions and temporary states of love. But they never build the shared 
purpose, evolution, growth and bonding that goes along with love. That’s the part that endures and 
builds over time. That’s the part that is real. The moment they don’t get their “fix” of strong 
emotions, they’re gone. That’s a problem because you absolutely cannot have a marriage or even 


a monogamous relationship under those circumstances. You can never go beyond just dating without 


it turning into a disaster. To make matters worse, the man is usually building all those things from his 
point of view. When she leaves, she rips an important piece of his psyche out. Many men don’t 
recover. And many women die on the vine, some time after their 30's, from lack of real love (not just 
the emotion) in their lives. 


There are large numbers of women who are in marriages and other relationships that and are just 
empty shells of suffereing and don’t know why. This is why. 


“Women have no sympathy... and my experience of women is almost as large as Europe. And it is 
so intimate too. Women crave for being loved, not for loving. They scream at you for sympathy all 
day long, they are incapable of giving you any in return for they cannot remember your affairs 
long enough to do so." — Florence Nightingale 


Women Want Strong Emotions, But Don't Care If Those Emotions Are 
Negative 
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Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 

QUOTE: "In my case it wasn’t just “pussy” that kept me around, I deeply loved my girlfriend and 
wanted to spend the rest of my life with her. And she talked like she wanted that too. But she didn’t 
want to cooperate and work with me towards that goal, she just wanted to keep testing me and 
pushing the envelope to see what she could get away with. She would intentionally do things that she 
knew I would find upsetting just so she could get me upset. Stupid things, like keeping the radio or TV 
on loud all night." 


This is a perfect example of what I am talking about. She wants the strong emotions and doesn’t care 
that the particular emotions she gets are negative (anger, fear, jealousy pain etc.) Worse, there really 
is no relationship as far as she is concerned (it doesn’t matter that you have built a relationship and 
think you two are in love). You could (and usually are) married for 20 years with 4 kids, and she 
walks away without a second thought. That’s because it was all pretend for her. And 

the consequences don’t matter to her. 


What this means, quite simply, is there is no way in hell you can be monogamous with her. No matter 
your situation. No matter what you have been to eachother, what’s REALLY going on is she has 
never moved past the initial stages of infatuation. Your “relationship” doesn’t exist and she will 
disrespect you if you think it does. She will do a hell of a lot more, if you are stupid enough to marry 
her and/or have kids. 


Could She Just Walk Out of Your Life? 


Could? Will is more like it. She WILL walk out of your life without remorse. This is a concept you 
absolutely must understand when dealing with western women. She WILL walk out of your life 
without remorse AND, depending on how embedded she was in your life, cause varying levels of 
problems WHEN she leaves AND, depending on how fucked up she is, try to harm you and/or any 
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children you have together, up to the limit you allow her to. 


You cannot ignore the implications of this when you decide what type of relationship to have with a 
woman. Choose wisely and in such a way that it limits the mischief she causes. Or else..... 


Also, when she is with you, she is in no way limiting herself just to you. Another thing to know about 
before deciding if monogamy (a scam) is for you. You never know about it, but she is actively 
looking for other men the entire time she is with you and goes through a string of men (whether you 


are married, living together or just dating), the entire time you know her. You can’t let her know you 
know because she will just deny it and step up her search for your replacement. The moment she 
finds one, you’re gone. 


Lastly, the moment a woman “has you”, she no longer wants you and will stop trying. The moment 
you accept the monogamous relationship, the bad behavior starts and she will soon be gone. You 
can’t keep her. But, you can make her stay around longer by making her compete. 


So, should you cheat on her? No, that’s something a pussy whipped man, who is unworthy of respect, 
does. The only thing that will earn bad behavior more than monogamy is lying about monogamy. Do 
you lay down the law and say, look bitch; I just want pussy from you? Maybe. That works, but only 
with the most fucked up women. These women are into finding new and interesting ways to make 
themselves and you suffer.....avoid them. The best way to do this is to never allow the monogamous 
relationship to form in the first place. You must rigidly control how fast and how deep the 
relationship develops. You must set limits. You must say no to everything she asks for. And you must 
severely limit the time you spend with any particular woman (once every two weeks is a good rule of 
thumb). Make the time you spend with her, intense, but limited (ie valuable). She will inevitably ask 
why. The answer should always be vague, never defensive, and always some version of, I’m a busy 
man with a limited amount of time. Never allow her to think you are monogamous with her or that 
the relationship is getting serious but don’t rub her face in the fact that you see other women 
(nobody’s business but yours). Don’t allow her to make you accountable for time you spend away 
from her. Don’t let her leave shit at your apartment. And, whatever you do, don’t stop your behaviors 
designed to meet new women. In fact, since you have a woman, it’s a good time to step up those 
behaviors because this magically makes you much more attractive to women in general (and the 
effect is cumulative). 


It's Very Difficult to Come to Terms with How Fast an Important Relationship 
Evaporates 


(Re: A man with a psychotic wife) 


It’s very difficult to come to terms with how quickly an important relationship (important to you, not 
to her) evaporates. It’s happened to me. It’s happened to a lot of guys here. All I can say is there is a 
hell of a lot more going on with women, particularly women like this, than meets the eye. Much of it 
is intentional deception on their part, much of it is psychotic behavior (literally in this case, with a 
diagnosis like bipolar). Because of this, and because of certain patterns of behavior that go along with 
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this, it just isn’t safe for you to still have her in your life. You need to train yourself to discount what 
women say and watch for patterns in what they do. In this case, she is telling you certain things but I 
think you should protect yourself from certain behaviours she is likely to engage in. What she says 
and what she does probably won’t match up. I think you should divorce her as quickly and cleanly as 
possible, take extreme measures to make sure she never again darkens your doorstep (and she 
probably will try to) and examine the many warning signs this one showed you to prevent all the 
others (and there will be others) just like her from coming into your life. 


The point I’m trying to make is there are several major patterns you see again and again with women, 
relationships and divorce. The patterns are repeating and pretty reliable from relationship to 
relationship. Yours is one of them.....one of the more extreme and disturbing ones. Unfortunately, 
there are some dangerous behaviours that go along with this particular pattern that I think you should 
look out for. 


One thing I am a BIG advocate of is men identifying women like this as early as possible and getting 
rid of them. There is no hope of making things work because the other person is just broken and can’t 
be fixed. If you try, you will be hurt, maybe even killed (I’m not exaggerating with that). Marrying 
them is one of the worst mistakes a man can make in life and if a man wakes up one day and finds 
himself in such a bad situation, he needs to be aware of what could happen (hell, what is likely to 
happen) and extricate himself carefully and in a protected way. 


The first step is knowing what is going on. Groups like this can help, but what you really need is a 
support group of divorced men (men only!) to compare notes with and talk about these issues. I think 
you will be shocked at the similarity you would have with other guys going through the same thing. 
Similarity in behaviours from the women, similarity in ways of thinking, and similarity in what 
happens. But, there is also similarity in ways you can deal with these things too. 


PREDATO 


A FIELD D GUIDE TO 
THE MARRIAGE DIVORCE 
INDUSTRY 


Click 1 Pic for the Free Online Book, "The Predatory Female" 
The Predatory Female 


Pd like to share a section from the book, The Predatory Female, by Rev. Lawrence Shannon, that 
might explain better what’s going on. This sort of thing with women is extremely common (it 
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happened to me, only much worse, lol) 
Love Gap 


Q. I lived with a girl for over a year, but when I refused to marry her, she broke off our affair and 
moved out. Within two weeks she was married to another man. I saw her recently and she behaved 
like a stranger, despite having professed undying love only three months previously. How do you 
explain such radical changes? 


A. There were no changes. She never cared about you in the first place, but you have been blind to it 
by failing to grasp the nature of the predatory female. You loved her but she didn’t love you. She is 
incapable of loving anyone, including her new husband. A predatory female never loves anyone but 
herself [note: my personal belief is she never loves anyone, ever, especially herself.....that's the real 
source of the problem.] Using sex to lure men into loving her, she can only pretend at loving them 
back. This is natural, involuntary behaviour for the predatory female. She feeds them sex, fusses over 
them, makes them feel loved, but it’s only an act. It’s the chameleon syndrome in full bloom. [Note: 
chameleon syndrome is described elsewhere in the book.....women are able to take on whatever 
character traits and behaviours make them seem the most attractive to an pending victim] She uses 
their love, or infatuation, to manipulate and control, stinging them like the wasp on a spider’s back, 
until they are incapable of rational thought where she is concerned. The predatory female never 
becomes emotionally involved in the same way a male does. Her emotional involvement is strictly 
contingent upon her degree of success in bringing the male crashing to earth. It is not a conscious 
deceit, but an unconscious one. When, as in your case, she fails to trap him permanently [or chooses 
not to], she can easily leave because her involvement was only temporal. This is one of the toughest 
axioms for men to accept: Predatory females flatly don’t care. The person deserving the sympathy is 
the poor unfortunate who married her. He has volunteered to become the host body for this parasite, 
and serves as another proof that slavery is the natural state of man. 


Q. I just can’t believe that women don’t really ever love men, at least in the same way men love them. 


A. The predatory female herself is sometimes fooled in this regard. She can be victimized by her own 
predatory nature, especially if she’s young. But the experienced ones know better. They’re counting 
on your inability to understand or accept it. They know your male ego will side with them. If your 
girlfriend sincerely believes she loves you, be sympathetic, be understanding. She doesn’t know 
herself yet. But don’t let her immaturity bring havoc into your life. 
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Men Harmed By Relationships More Than Women 
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Women Are Sick! 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Women are sick. They are mentally ill. One of the characteristics of mental illness is stereotyping. 
What that means is that one woman is sick in exactly the same way as another. You see the same 
patterns over and over again. 


Our culture is involved in a complex scam trying to cover up this situation, particularly from young 
men. The worst case scenario is the totally oblivious guy who gets himself into a bad situation. 
However, most guys know something is wrong, but just can't put their finger on it because of the 
brainwashing. At first, they figure they just met some wacko and then try again. When the next one 
turns out just the same, they start to investigate if something is wrong with themselves (pleeeennnty 
of asshole relationship experts are willing to feed this). After awhile they come to the amazing 
conclusion that, yes, something is wrong with the entire female population. But they only know that 
something is wrong. And they don't know that "something" can be mapped out and understood. 


Every time we examine a case, we learn a little more about the specifics of that "something". 
Understanding the nature of a thing gives you power over it. Because humans have free will and 
exercise it in every single facet of our existence, you can never change another. Only they can change 


themselves, and only by choosing to do so, with no influence possible from anyone or anything. 
However, that doesn't mean you can't get things you need from them or have to put up with their 
bullshit. Understanding that "something" gives you vital information on how to 1) get what you want 
and need from women and 2) how to prevent them from causing you undue hardship. 


It's not simple, but it is understandable, reliable and effective. 


You Can't Assume You Are Dealing with Nice, Normal, Rational, Loving 
People 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 146 of 744 


Click Pic for "Social Strategy: Why Men Shouldn't Argue with Women" 
You can't assume you are dealing with nice, normal, rational, loving people when you deal with 


women. Since that isn’t even close to being true, making a situation come out right is much more a 
function of enforcing your will on them, than convincing them with rational arguments. First, 


cultivate power, and then use that power to force the other person to do what you want, then choose 


what you want them to do wisely. Yes, men and women should both come to the table with the idea 
that acting in a good and loving manner will result in a relationship with almost unlimited potential 
and fulfillment. The problem is, I can pretty much guarantee that the woman will not be coming from 
this position and, instead will be looking to do as little as possible, be as little invested as possible, 
and be as sick as possible. In order to prevent that, you must be the one who calls the shots in all 
things. The words benevolent dictator comes to mind. Problem is, our society and legal system are 
completely dedicated to wiping out your power, even punishing you, if you dare to marry or get her 
pregnant. They will even cooperate with the sicker ones to bust your balls outside that arrangement if 
you aren’t careful. 


Pre-Menstrual Syndrome 
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thae B PMS 
and nis ja my 
al personality 


PMS is one of those gigantic lies that is 
disguised by a grain of truth. American women have a diet that swings from cake, candy, cookies, ice 
cream, chocolate, cocaine and booze, on one hand... to subsisting on a single string bean for days at a 
time, on the other. Among many other things, this leaves your hormones completely out of whack. So 
when that time of the month comes around, they feel like shit. This is the grain of truth. 


The lie that surrounds this grain of truth is that wild mood swings, hatred, and psychotic behavior go 
hand in hand with this. Yeah, women feel crappy because of the consequences of their foolish 
choices in life. But in no way does that lead to bad behavior. PMS is a myth... a myth that bad women 
try to use as an excuse for what they do. 


The next time a woman tries to use PMS as an excuse for behaving badly, raise your eyebrows, look 
her straight in the eyes and say "So?" 


Women Don't Actually Have Personality Disorders... They Have Asshole-ism 


Being A 
Crabby Bitch 
is part of 
My Charm 


Women don’t actually have personality disorders (except the ones that have eating disorders. ....the 
two go hand in hand). They have asshole-ism. There is a very big difference between mental 
disorders and fucked-upness. Mental disorders are diseases. They can be treated with varying degrees 
of expectation that the treatment will work. When under stress, the disease remains or even gets 
worse. Fucked-upness is an affectation caused by someone’s self-willed behavior. When under stress 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 148 of 744 


(for example, a life threatening situation), it vanishes. Since it is not a disease, it cannot be treated. It 
only ends when the person doing it decides to improve their behavior. Once that happens, it instantly 
goes away. 


When I say women are sick, I’m being facetious. There is nothing “wrong” with them and certainly 
nothing is going on that they don’t have control over. They are being assholes in a way that looks like 
personality disorders. Actually, the whole idea of personality disorders is controversial. Because they 
are resistant to treatment and not well understood, some people don’t think they are actual disease. 


Personally, I DO think they are actual mental illness because a person with such a diagnosis does not 
have strong, immediate control over the behavior (i.e., they can decide they’ve had enough but be 

unable to change). Women don’t fall into this category (mostly). Any woman, at any time, can accept 
the awareness of what the problem is and immediately correct it....gaining a happy and fulfilling life 
in the process. Most will NEVER accept that responsibility. The only way to affect this situation is to 
surround them with evidence of what the problem is (them). If everywhere they look there are happy, 
successful couples (American men married to foreign women), they might decide they want some of 


that. But probably not. What will happen is, their daughters will see it and won’t grow up the same 
way their mothers did. 


The Problem Is So Pervasive That It's Difficult To Avoid 


The problem is so pervasive in women that it is difficult to avoid. Realistically, you 


will not meet a woman who is not like this, even if you spend an extended amount of time searching. 


A man can and should be as assertive as possible with any woman he is with. That being said, women 
are an aggressive pain in the ass and it takes a large amount of energy to do this....it’s a battle of 
wills. The closer a woman gets to you, the more intense that battle becomes. But, that’s not the worst 
part....nonono. The worst part is the woman will decompensate, no matter what you do. 

Eventually, she will abandon you or force you to eject her from your life. That is unavoidable if you 
want to prevent becoming her abused pet dog. The situation is made much worse because of state 
interference. Quite literally, you no longer have this right if you dare to get married or if she gets 
pregnant. If you or her decides to leave, the state will punish you severely. All women use this 
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situation to really ramp up the abuse. Most eventually leave so that the state can whip their dog even 


more. 


This is a very difficult situation to deal with, women en masse deciding to be so toxic. If you play 


your cards right, you can get many of your needs met while at the same time forcing women to accept 
the consequences of their inappropriate behavior. However, you cannot have what is most important 


in life.....a permanent monogamous relationship and family with a good woman. That is simply 
unavailable here, no matter what you do. 


Most Women Are In Relationships That Aren't Fun 


- "Most women right now are in 
relationships that are decidedly un-fun. Either they are busy being abused by the lowest end of the 
gene pool or they are busy abusing some man who is her meal ticket. Women are sick, not 
demanding or spoiled or shallow or interested in pleasure. I have learned this MANY times by trying 
to be the “fun” women are supposedly seeking....interesting, dynamic, good looking with a nice 
body, rich, with obvious signs of power and wealth and good in bed. You never realize just how far 
women have fallen until some girl you previously spent 5 or 6 hour fuck sessions where she is 
multiply orgasmic the entire time, dumps you for an impotent drug user with no job. This has 
happened to me more than once. 


Women are sick. It’s the explanation that fits their behavior. When I tailor MY behavior to take this 
into account, my interactions with them work better. Specifically, my behavior is geared toward 
enjoyment of them while putting severe limits on their destructive behavior. I never lean on them for 
even the slightest thing. I never become entwined with them (they are sick and will make me sick if I 
make them part of my life). I never listen to anything they say and instead watch what they do. Also, 
I have stopped trying to take my quality as a man to extremes (it just doesn’t work). I am still a man, 
but I’m that way for myself, not for them. I still work out but I no longer try to be Jean Claude Van 
Damme in a tailored Brooks Brothers suit. When I’m with them, what I want is important. Pleasing 
them is not important (and not effective). Spending time with them revolves around sex (sex for my 
pleasure, not theirs) and going out to do things I like to do (not what they like to do). Most of all, I 
limit myself to only women who already feel a certain way about me (it’s mostly random). And, it’s 
time limited. It’s ALWAYS time limited. She eventually self-destructs. I can’t do anything about 
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that. But, she wants to take me with her. I most certainly CAN do something about that. This 
ALWAYS happens. Like I said, women are sick. They don’t choose men. They don’t go after what 
they want. They don’t tend the garden of their lives. They fall into relationships when they can’t do 
without anymore (the binge and purge method of relationships). In short, they take absolutely no 
responsibility for anything in their lives. Since that is a recipe for disaster; I can’t be a part of that 
except in the most incidental fashion. So I don’t. 


All of these things work with women. They don’t work as well as being a scumbag musician like 
Tommy Lee does, but it works. Providing excitement, thrills, entertainment and trying to please her 
does not work. Doing what she wants doesn’t work. Understanding her does not work. Talking to her 
does not work. Neither does accumulating wealth, power or prestige (although infamy does work). 


Women are sick. Learn the depths and means of their sickness and plan accordingly. 


Desperate Non-Housewives 


As women age, their ability to get men plummets. Paradoxically, their standards go through the roof 
because they know the next one will be the last one (and they have been led toward an attitude of 
entitlement due to their past experiences with men). Then, their ability to get a man drops to zero, just 
about the time a woman hits 40. The inability to get the type of man they think they deserve 

and being left with no future and zero options, leaves a woman incredibly bitter and used up. The 
irony is that a great many men would at least fuck them (nobody wants them as a wife), but because 
of the bitterness, they opt out. 


You always see the same thing. A 40ish woman, average looks, who hates men, but wants the top 1% 
quality wise... and has nothing to offer. 
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Why You Must Never Give a Woman Any Money 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


You must never give a woman any money, even if 
she is your wife, because she will lead you into financial instability. Even if she isn’t outright out to 
steal from you, once you allow your finances to mingle, she will wipe you both out. 


A man understands that the secret to wealth is to live below your means and to invest that extra 
money, compounding the return on those investments into more investments. Do that long enough 
and you’ll eventually be able to retire and live off your investments. But women do the opposite. 
They actually live way over their means and seek to balance this extreme financial irresponsibility 
and instability by hooking up with a man who has money. Rapidly, her problem grows until it 
threatens to put you both in the poorhouse. 


The only solution is to have a strict policy of saying NO to everything. Hey, I want that. No. Hey, Pd 


like to be a stay at home mom. No. Hey, I want an allowance. No, the only spending money you get 
is what you earn yourself. 
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And even that won’t work, because they will run up credit cards behind your back and then get into 
real trouble. Either you bail them out or they will face harsh consequences. Frankly, with what I 
know now, I know it's coming and would dump a woman who was getting into trouble this way. 


Marriage is a sticky situation because most states force you to be responsible for your partner’s debt, 
if you know about it or not. 


An example: A friend of mine was married and living 
in California. They got divorced. A whole year before he even suspected his marriage was in trouble; 
his wife stopped paying her withholding. Did she take that extra money and stow it away 
somewhere? No. What she did was waste it. During the divorce, this surprise came up that she owed 
the IRS $12,000. Only it wasn’t just she who owed the IRS $12 grand, they both did. And she 
absolutely refused to pay them. The feds, of course, starting tacking on all sorts of penalties and it 
ended up in court. In the end, my friend was forced to take out a loan to pay off the debt and hope to 
recoup half of it during the divorce. Only, her side started throwing delaying tactic after delaying 
tactic. She just wouldn’t give him the damn divorce already. Finally, after two years of this, he caved 
in and accepted a settlement where he shouldered most of the debt (including about $50 grand in 
student loan debt that got co-mingled, during their marriage). And she made more of a salary than 
him! Ah yes, no-fault divorce.....what a concept. 


The only way to avoid THAT noise is not to marry. 
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NAWALT, Pre-nups, Celibacy and Other Types of Bad Advice 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Not All Women Are Like That! (NAWALT) 


"Meanwhile, as long as there's still one honest woman living at the temple atop Mount 
NAWALT in Tibet..." -- White Knight 


ee rS ais a P E N 
Click Pic for "Generalizing in a Politically Correct World" 
I’ve said this before but I think [it is] necessary for me to bring it up again. And that is a little thing 


called "the woman who is the exception" phenomena. This is something that most men who have 


some inkling that something is seriously wrong with American women, will fall prey to, sometimes, 
more than once. 


What happens is, men, knowing that most women are fucked up in a malevolent way, start to think to 
themselves, hey, they can’t ALL be like that. This is true. There is a certain (extremely small) 
percentage of westernized women who aren’t like this. So, the man, being more clued in than most 
men, starts to think to himself, "Well, all I gotta do is figure which women are like this and only go 
after them." Or, they think, "Well, all I need to do is change my behavior so that only nice, normal 
women, develop relationships with me." ALOT of us have been there, including myself, more than 
once, mind you. 


The problem with this is the “woman who is the exception” phenomena. What’s going on here is the 
knowledge that something is seriously wrong with women is starting to become widespread. A great 
many men are looking at women who display warning signs and avoiding them. More often, they are 
taking steps to prevent relationships from becoming too deep (ie, they avoid monogamy, avoid living 
together and avoid marriage like the plague). This causes a problem for the average predatory female. 
The worst can’t get a man, at all. And most find that all the desirable men are putting severe limits on 
their power over them. So, to cope with this, they have come up with the “woman who is the 
exception” phenomena. What they do is present a facade that they aren’t like all the other women. 
They go out of their way to present themselves as normal, mentally healthy, committed and loving. 
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Unfortunately, it is a lie. As soon as you surrender even the least bit of power to them, they reveal 
themselves as just like everyone else. Women who actually are the exception are EXTREMELY rare. 
Women who pretend to be the exception are common as dirt (and you WILL meet one, trust me). 
You cannot tell the difference. You will find yourself in a bad situation with no power to prevent it. 


D ! 
Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage" 
The lesson to be learned here is you absolutely cannot stop those behaviours you have developed to 
maintain power and choice in your life and your relationships. Number one in those behaviours is you 
cannot be married. You can hem and haw and deny and argue, but the evidence is literally all around 


you. EVERY man who gets married becomes completely powerless in his relationship (as in the 


police will come to your door and kick your ass, throw you in jail, take everything you own and 
maybe shoot you in the head if you say boo about it, type of powerless). Most men who get married 
are abused. You can’t get married. End of story. You also can’t live together. Why? Because you end 
up being forced to get married. Often this happens by the woman getting pregnant on purpose. If not, 
she will make it common law, and then you might as well just get married. Lastly, you can’t be 
monogamous (ALL relationships with American women, married, engaged, living together, dating or 
just fucking, are ALL 100% disposable from her point of view). Why? Because, if you do, she will 
systematically manipulate your needs and desires to control you into first living with her and then 
getting married. At the very least, your ability to tell her to get lost becomes severely compromised. 
Also, there is absolutely no point. She is absolutely emotionally detached from you at all times and 
will walk away without a second thought. You will never, ever suspect that this is where she is 
coming from until she does it, leaving your entire life devastated. 


Everything in this life has a cost. This is the cost of dating American women. If you don’t pay it, 
you'll pay much more in other ways. Most men want a woman who is not like this. But, realistically, 
you aren’t going to find her here. 


Captain Free-Therapist 
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The problem with Captain Free Therapist is he thinks women are good girls. They’re not. With the 
possible exception of your mother and your sister, they are all horny little sluts. That crying jag when 
you first met her? She doesn’t care that she broke up with her boyfriend. That’s not why she is 
crying. She’s crying to attract the attention of some guy who will fuck her. Sad, but true. But any guy 
who would possibly try to, ummm, make her feel better or even be nice to her, just doesn’t fit the bill. 


Pre-nups 


f wo 


i 
le The problem with a pre-nup is the stupid divorce 


court is out of control. They can and regularly do, ignore them. In the case of your house, even if it 
comes into the marriage as an asset that belongs to you (so, it should only be yours afterward) it 
serves as the residence for your wife and any children you have. The court can and will say that, since 
the wife and kids would end up on the street if you took the house, the asset is actually co-mingled. 
The same way that if you had a million dollars going into the marriage and were foolish enough to 
put it into your joint savings account, at divorce, the asset would become co-mingled and community 
property. You can have a contract (pre-nup) that says otherwise, but the court will just ignore it. What 
are you going to do about it? Plus, your stupid wife will do everything in her power to avoid signing 
the pre-nup, including dumping you. What’s the point? 


The best asset protection policy is the one that she doesn’t know about (relying on financial privacy 
for protection) and that takes disputes outside of the rogue divorce court. 


Hiring a divorce attorney before you get married to discuss all the nasty things that can happen during 


a divorce is a solid investment in your future. As is hiring a specialist in this type of protection to 
counsel you on what actually works and what doesn’t. 


However, my own opinion is.....simply refuse to get married. 


Celibacy Doesn't Equal Immunity 
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A lot of guys I’ve known have thought they are immune when they aren’t dating and mating. Every 
single one of them got royally burned by the “woman who is the exception”. What happened was 
they were so starved for intimacy that they became a prime mark for some woman. Realizing that this 
was one of the men who know something is very wrong with women, she proceeds to pretend that 
she is the one woman in a million who isn’t like that. And for a while, she is. What happens is the 
man is so overjoyed at finally having some pussy that he turns a blind eye a few months later when 
things subtly (or not so subtly) change. He ignores “dings” (odd inconsistencies in what a woman 
does or says). He ignores warning signs and allows the woman to get a death lock on his life by 
moving in and/or getting pregnant. Sometimes she is actually able to convince him to get married, 
even with extreme warning signs (Honey, I know I was a drug prostitute during college but I’m a 
different person now, hehehe). 


No man thinks it can happen to him. But it will. 


Choosing Not To Marry Is Much More Involved than Just Saying, "Hey, I 
Don't Want To Be Married" 


Choosing not to marry is much more involved than just saying, “Hey, I don’t want to be married”. 
Perhaps, the number one rule involved is you must never allow a woman to live with you for any 


reason. You WILL constantly run into various reasons why your current woman “needs” to move in 
with you “temporarily”. I use the quotes because near 100% of the time, the reason is contrived and 
the temporary will somehow become permanent. Understand that a master is trying to manipulate 
you. Whatever reason pops up will look natural, innocuous and important enough for you to consider 
breaking the rule. Your biggest enemy will be not having access to sex and affection from other 
sources, making that particular woman too important to you. If you care too much, she will use this 
against you 100% of the time and you won’t suspect a thing because you will think she is better than 


that (right up until the time she screws you over). 
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The best defence against this is to simply date multiple people. You never tell them about eachother 
except to let them know in no uncertain terms that you see other people on a regular schedule that is 
absolutely none of their business. You must constantly be looking to add new women to this list 
because the old one will cycle out at a rate anywhere from a few dates (by date, I mean you have sex 
with them and do something fun you want to do with them) to a couple of years. The relationship is 
time limited (it’s ALWAYS time limited, no matter what you do....date, get serious, get married, 
whatever.....no exceptions). The idea here is you and she ain’t close enough for her to ask for a major 
favor (like a place to live for awhile). And, you certainly aren’t moving toward any type of 
relationship. This directly contradicts what most women SAY they want with a man. Luckily, they 
are completely full of shit and will screw a man on a regular basis when they barely know him. All 
women do this (well, all women would do this but some are just too inexperienced or too scared or 
too nuts to do this).....they just do it only while going through certain phases”. In other words, when 
looking for women to add to your harem, nothing about you really matters and how you relate to a 
woman is of minor importance. What matters is timing. Is that particular woman in “whore” mode or 
not (about 50/50). Next, has she decided she would sleep with you (about 10%) which is almost 
entirely random but different women limit themselves to a specific social class (determined by how 


you dress and act) at any particular time. What really matters is, would she sleep with you, right now. 
This also is entirely random, but a good rule of thumb is, for any man, a random 1% of all women 
you come into contact with, will sleep with you. 


The trick is to recognize her and then add her to your list of women you screw. With three or four 
pearls on a string, you become almost immune to manipulation. Certainly, you won’t hesitate to tell a 
woman to fucking get lost; especially if you are hot to add someone new. 
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MORE ADVICE I 
PULLED OUT OF 


~_ a 
Click for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 


Types of Bad Advice 


There is a big problem with well meaning but ignorant people, and some not so well-meaning types 
with a woman-only agenda spreading bad advice about how to handle the problem. They fall into 
three general categories: 


1. Do more — The problem is that you aren’t doing enough for your woman, working hard enough at 
the relationship, aren’t good enough somehow or have to change in some other way. 


2. Expect less — The problem is what you want from women is unreasonable and no person could 
meet up to your standard. 


3. That’s just the way things are — Usually some dreck that attempts to explain what women are doing 
as a function of some leftover instincts from our evolution. Since it’s hardwired, you can’t do 
anything about it and just have to accept your lot in life. 


There is one thing all of these theories have in common. ....they don’t work. Strategies based on them 
have absolutely no effect whatsoever on the situation. I would say they were untrue (mostly because 
bad people are intentionally lying to cause you some harm) but there is little point in that because 
there is no way to prove or disprove them. Instead, I have different criteria to judge them by. Does 
the theory suggest behaviours that make things better? The answers for these three categories is a 
very strong no. 


So what does? Pretty much assuming the opposite. You should do less, demand more, and assume 
that you can (and should) choose your behaviours with some goal in mind. Instead of worrying about 
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if you have enough money or some other nebulous criteria by which you are judged, you should 
instead be judging women as to if they are good enough to spend any of your valuable time on. 


Previous / Index / Next 


The Moral Hazard of Marriage 
“Find a good wife if you can?” I’m pretty sure you’re kidding. 


The idea that this debate is just about “finding a good wife” would be shortsighted. It’s not just about 
the “goodness” of a woman or the snake handler’s creed of “picking the right one” because he has 
insight and faith, it’s also about the moral hazard of the institution. 


The reason we condemn and discourage moral hazards in every other facet of life has nothing to do 
with the person’s genitals. I know of no other contractual agreements that encourage a moral hazard, 
let alone celebrate it with a catered party and DJ. 


We wouldn’t recommend covering your body with hundred dollar bills and walking around with the 
vapid advice of “it’s just important to find the right neighborhood” to wander through so you’re not 
mugged. 


Moral hazards in all other areas of life apply to men AND women because the planet is devoid of 
saints and psychics. The brash absurdity of ignoring that is only exceeded by the depth of its 
treachery. 


To recommend that someone enter into a binding contract that gave them the responsibilities and 
their partner the benefits would be irresponsible. 


If that contract could be unilaterally dissolved so that your partner was given your assets, given your 
kids as collateral and forced you to give half of your income to a partnership from which you could 
no longer derive benefit, that would be irresponsible. 
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If that contract rewarded one partner with cash and prizes while putting the other partner in the life 
threatening position of going to jail for an inability to pay, no matter how justified, that 
recommendation leaps from irresponsible to reprehensible. 


Marriage is an institution that not only codifies moral hazard into law but enforces that criminal and 
immoral behavior with the backing of the world’s most powerful policing agency. 


Marriage has transformed into band of thieves colluding to indenture men for the purpose of 
extracting resources. 


Let me know when women transform into saints and can resist what no one in the history of the 
planet has ever been able to; the temptation to use power to gain what you didn’t earn. 


Sorry ladies, just pick out a cat and leave us our God given liberty. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Women Who Want to Cheat with You 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


HE CAUGHT ME CHEATING 
YY, À 


MTS Tof FOR 
SPYING ON ME 


had a boyfriend) 


(In response to a man who slept with a woman who 


There is a basic understanding about the nature of American women that you are missing. And that 
basic misunderstanding is (unlike what is normal for men and women in every culture), love just isn’t 
real for women here. Quite frankly, they just don’t give a shit about you or anyone else they are 
involved with. They form no lasting attachments and tend to flitter randomly from one situation to 
another. Manipulation, lying and self-deception is what it is all about. What’s going on with this 
woman is she is looking to replace her current boyfriend, or at the very least, has hit the point where 
she has no respect for him at all. The behavior this translates into is her cheating with every man she 
can get her hands on, and you just happened to be available. But does she act like some slut who is on 
the make? Nooooooo, that would be wrong. Instead, she acts like a young woman in love. It’s a total 
lie. What she wanted was for you to fuck her in the car and then get the hell out when you were done. 
Her behavior toward you afterward is to deny responsibility for what she has done. After she was 
done with you, she ran over to her boyfriend and reduced his sperm count to zero, out of guilt. A lot 
of women will do this, ESPECIALLY women you have been involved with in the past or who were 
friends with you and are now married. It’s one of the sick, reliable repeating patterns of women. Sad, 
but true. 


All Married Women are Available 
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It would be accurate to say that all 
married women are available.....much more available than single women. A single woman will snub 
every man she is attracted to until her lack of sexual fulfillment overwhelms her. Then, she will 
“binge” on the first readily available man, usually someone inappropriate. But a married woman is 
completely different. You would think that since she is taken she wouldn’t give other men the time of 
day. But that isn’t true, nearly 100% of the time. Instead, her marriage means NOTHING to her. 
However, she is no longer “saving herself for marriage”, so to speak, and goes after any man she is 


attracted to (unlike with men, this is pretty much random). If that happens to be you, she shows you 
much attention and is nice to you.....making you attracted to her. 


It is far easier to meet, date, and fuck a married woman, than a single woman (except perhaps a 
young, single, woman in college, who is doing her best to fuck as many men as possible via one night 
stands). However, a significant percentage of the men these women are married to, will kill you, if 
they catch you. Is it worth it? Probably not. 


"Can I Ask You a Quick Question? You Married?" 


I have this thing I do with all women I meet. At some time during the conversation (usually early), I 
say, “Can I ask you a quick question?” Then I look her right in the eyes and quip, “You single?” If I 
get anything but a quick, Yes, I say, “then why are you wasting my time.” This has to be done 
jokingly or they flip out. 
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IF CHEATING ON 
TAXES IS OK; 


A ASHLEY MADISON» 
hd Lite is Short. Have a a 


This bit has two purposes. The first, 
obviously, is it is pretty effective at screening out the chicks that are married (ick) or seriously 
involved (ie living with someone). It firmly but politely explains in no uncertain terms what my 
position on such things is (a waste of my valuable time). It does this by owning the consequences of 
the situation. I’m not saying anything about her. I’m saying something about me. She’s not wrong for 
wanting to cheat (she is but she is never ever going to accept that judgement from me so why bother). 
It’s just something I don’t want and not wanting it, talking further to her is a waste of my time. It also 
mildly implies that she knew I wouldn’t want this and was trying to pull a fast one. And I don’t put 
up with that sort of thing. 


The other purpose doing this early upon meeting a woman is it very clearly signals my interest in her 
as a sexual partner. This simply isn’t the type of question a potential “friend” asks. 


Perhaps a third thing it does is let her know that I am the one who qualifies potential partners, not her. 
She needs to meet certain basic minimum standards, like not being married. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Raising Your Sexual Status 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


eth 


A lot of the problems with American chicks is that a 4 (slightly below average) thinks she is a 6 


(slightly above average) who deserves an 8 (high quality). These women never get the 8. However, 
what they do is randomly screw men who are anywhere from a 1 to a 6. Most of the time they are 
stuck up, wanting that 8. But much like their eating, which involves several days of strict control 
followed by a binge once or twice a week, they’d sleep with anybody. 


All women are like this, beautiful, ugly, single, married, young, old. Their status is mostly fixed. 
Most of the time they will only consider that high end range of their status. But alot of the time they 
will grab a random person from somewhere in a range around their status. Let’s say she is a 6. Most 
of the time she won’t even glance at any guy who isn’t a 10. But once or twice a month, she’d grab a 
4. Once she has sex with that 4, HE BECOMES ONE OF THE GUYS SHE’D HAVE SEX WITH 
AT ANY TIME. 


Click Pic for "Finding the Small Pool of Interested Women" 


If you’re a 5 (ie most guys), you either need to limit yourself initially to women who you are a 10 for 
OR you need to improve your timing and be able to tell when women are in slut mode. Learn where 
women go when they are about to binge. Learn the behaviors they exhibit so you can first identify 
them and then exploit them. 


Here’s the interesting part. A man’s status is not fixed for the most part. He can climb up the ladder 
by the number and quality of the women he is with. The average guy becomes a 10 when he is 
sleeping with 3 or 4 women 8 and above. 
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Since this is the game women actually play (as opposed to the love/marriage/commitment they lie 
that they actually want), men should become good at it and play to win. 


Sexual Status is Similar to Employment Status 


Sexual status for men is similar to being in the workforce. If you are unemployed and you apply for a 
job, everyone assumes you are an unemployable loser. But, if you go on exploratory interviews when 
you already have a job and make it clear that you love your job and would only consider being lured 
away for a 10% raise, etc. because you feel you could handle more important responsibilities, 
everyone wants to hire you. If you aren’t getting any, you give off defeated loser vibes and women 
look at you and assume the reason you have no lover is because you aren’t good enough for one. But 
as soon as you get one, all the girls just one step above her status-wise want to lure you away. The 
more women you have at one time, the more valuable you are. 


The important thing is what you do after you get the first one. You need 
to immediately use that status to get another woman (to prevent the first ones leaving from being as 
leverage against you or becoming “unemployed” again). Then another, and probably one more just to 
be safe (each one is easier than the last, as long as they are all of the same status). Then you can start 
working on higher status chicks (younger, sexier/prettier, better personality, educated, wealthy etc.). 
You climb up the ladder this way. Keeping more than one prevents you from being pushed down the 
ladder. Any time you allow a woman to become monogamous you get pushed down a few rungs and 
held in place. You can only go down from there (and she will continuously try to push you down). 
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That’s a big difference between men and women. Men always try to push their women up the ladder 
and make them and their lives better. Women want to push you down the ladder so they feel 
justified/safe to degrade you. Don’t let them do this. 


The best solution to this problem is to enter a social situation where there are lots and lots of single 
women who are looking immediately to get a boyfriend. The number one place for that is college. 
Four year, resident living, slacker colleges (state colleges all the way up to big ten) are best for this. 
Every fall the freshmen show up and want a boyfriend within a couple of days. Better quality schools, 
especially engineering schools, aren’t very good because the women who go there are either dykes or 
neurotic freaks that care only about their GPA. Community colleges are good but only if you go 
during the day. 


The Moment You Ask a Woman for Something, Your Value Plummets 


I will go so far as to say you cannot ask a woman out (or for anything else, for that matter). The very 
minute you ask for something, anything, your value plummets. It has nothing to do with you and 
everything to do with the fact that the woman is insane. The incredible irony of this is, the woman 
was probably interested in you, if she’s hanging out with you, but the moment you show interest or 
ask for something, or try to impress her, you become worthless in her eyes. 


This is why it is so important that your initial approach is oblique, feigning disinterest and focussing 
on attracting her rather than pursuing her. It’s also why you should never, EVER approach a woman 
who doesn’t show clear signs of interest. And, you are probably wasting your time with anyone but 
one percenters (the 1% of women who will show strong signs of interest if you elicit them). 
Identifying the right woman is far more important than the approach (although the wrong approach 
will also lead to failure). 


It sucks. But what can you do. Women are nuts. 


Gaining Status 
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The way you get power with women is to get one, aad then you have slightly more power with 
women than you had before. Where most men fuck up is they immediately stop trying to be with any 
woman except who they are already with. This is a normal and natural thing to do. You are 
SUPPOSED to seek a deeper relationship and foster love between you. But women just aren’t 
interested in that and actually disrespect any man who follows that strategy with women. What you 
should do is keep on looking for women and use the extra oomph you have from already being 
involved to more easily get a second. This gives you even more power with women so you can get a 
third. Now, it’s time to use that extra power to get rid of the ugliest one and replace her with a higher 
status woman. In general, women who are married are the lowest status as are fat women (i.e. they 
make a good starting point). Older women have lower status than younger ones. Richer girls are more 
status than poor, uneducated ones. And everyone knows that pretty girls and sexy girls (not necessary 
the same thing) have the highest status of all. 


The only way to have power with women is to start at the bottom and work your way up. But, 
somewhere along the way (usually, right at the beginning) the women will try to derail you and get 
you to be exclusive with them. They rightly point out that it is the normal thing for men and women 
to do. Unfortunately, they have no intention of doing their part and your status drops dramatically if 
you take the bait. Simply say no and continue what you are doing. They will try to force you by 
walking out the door. Let them. 


One of the Most Important Reasons to Have More than One Woman at Once 
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Because this phenomenon also works in reverse. If a woman sees you with another woman, it does 
two things. It provides "social proof" that you are attractive. Amazingly, for many, if not most 
women, it doesn’t matter if you meet THEIR standard for attractiveness, at all. What matters is that 
other women want you.....that makes you attractive. The other thing is does is it makes women 
compete over you. They look at dating as a zero sum game. If another woman has you, then there are 
less men for her. 


The end result is that, if you are sleeping around with a lot of women and the women around you 
know this, they will want to sleep with you too. This issue is FAR stronger than what you look like, 
how you act, or what you have. 

Have I mentioned lately that women are insane? 


Social Proofing Has Negative Survival Value 


QUOTE: "Women seem to need a lot of consensual validation from other women." 


Click Pic for "Women Choosing Losers" 
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This is one of the things that really pisses me off about women. NONE of the things that make me a 
desirable man (money, looks, body, personality etc.) that I work on, mean a damn thing to them. In 
fact, many of these things are a detriment, as they chase after omega male (scumbag) traits. But, 
social proofing.... THAT matters. I got news for them. Social proofing pretty much means I can’t or 
simply won’t give them what they want. Social proofing means one of three things. I’m not going to 
commit, under typical circumstances (me). I’m taken, so you have no chance with me (typical 
married guy). Or, worst of all, I’m taken and I’m the type of lying, cheating, scum who will do it with 
someone behind my wife’s back (ie poor character). Social proofing has negative survival value for 
women. It’s neurotic and unnatural. 


You Might as Well Be an Unemployed Loser Living in a Van Down by the 
River 


f 


DOWN BY THE 
ws RIVER! 


You haven’t lived until you’ve given a woman hours and hours of continuous orgasmic joy, with the 


body you’ve spent hours and hours, making hard in the gym, only to have her dump you for some 
unemployed, drug addict loser who can’t get it up because crack has made him impotent. 


Click Pic for "The Liberation of Men" 
There is no point. You would think that being virile, studly and dominant would get you respect and 
preference from a woman. It doesn’t. You might as well be a fat lump on the couch that burps. You'll 
get the same amount of women (sad, but true) who will be just as loyal and attentive (i.e. not at all) as 
they would if you expended effort. Same thing with money. Sure, a lot of women are looking for a 
rich man to feed off of. But success doesn’t garner you respect or preference from women. You might 
as well be an unemployed loser living in a van down by the river. It just doesn’t matter. 
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Don't Date Women 


The problem with "dating" is that you are spending time and effort to impress and keep them. Firstly, 
that’s a pain in the ass. It yields meagre rewards for lots of effort. Second, it doesn’t work. They 
WILL leave. Also, the rewards will be great in the beginning and get crappier as time goes on. Why 
not get rid of her? Seriously, you shouldn’t be seeing any one woman more than once every couple of 
weeks or once a month. She will ask for more. Your answer to this (and almost everything any 
woman, except your mom, asks of you) is no. If she wanders off, oh well. She was going to do that 
anyway. Ironically, she stays LONGER if you are unavailable. Don’t talk to her on the phone (30 
secs = whoops, gotta run, I’m busy). Don’t call her until it is time for her to come over. Hell, don’t 
talk to her much at all except to tell her to do things. If she says no, dump her. Women only start to 
say no when they are ready to leave and nothing changes their mind. 


The point here is you should be spending almost no energy on any one woman and instead should be 
focussed on screening the general population for new ones. Women are not sincere and they don’t 
care even a little bit about you, no matter what you do (although they will pretend otherwise to get 
something from you). Plus, they are near random in whether they will suck your cock or not 5 
minutes after you meet them. The implications for this are immense. You should expend nearly no 
effort on any woman. Testing for who you will approach is, will she suck your cock....now! 
Everything else is a lie....... because they have gone out of their way to make it a lie. Of course, don’t 
tell them that. NEVER tell them that. They will constantly ask you why about different things. The 
reason you give them should always be some version of, I’m busy or I don’t want to or just NO! They 
will inevitably give you the ultimatum (spend more time with me or I’m gone). Realize that she 
already IS gone and is just trying to find out if you will let her torture you or not during her last days. 
Your answer must always be.....bye bye. 
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You had me at 
“emotionally 
unavailable." 


som ards 


user card 


As incredible as it may sound, if you are an emotionally (often physically) unavailable bastard out 
solely for your own benefit without even a casual regard for her wants and needs, all of her friends 
will want to fuck you too. 


Some Q & A 
QUOTE: I have some questions. 
1. What behaviours did they exhibit? 


2. If you don’t want to be soley with one woman, do the women know about each other/are they OK 
with this? I always wanted monogamy because I thought it was the hallmark of a serious 
relationship, not for power. 


3. Does this example mean a person doesn’t love you? I wasn’t trying to test him, but you commute to 
school while dating someone. You don’t have a car at the time and the person thinks you should. But 
you just borrow your parents’ car because it is easier on you. One day, their car doesn’t start and 
you call and ask your significat other for a ride to class. The answer is “I wanted you to get your own 
car, therefore I ain’t taking you nowhere. ” Does this mean they don’t care? Is this a test? 


Click Pic for "Testing, Testing...1,2,3... Testing!" 
1. This is a tough one because there are so many and they are so varied. They range anywhere from 
simple flakiness and disrespect of my time (showing up late or not at all) to cutting me down in front 
of people in public. The first gets you a warning and a stern lecture. The second gets your number 
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erased from my speed dial. There is a basic pattern of escalation. When I lived for 10 years with my 
fiancé (who later abandoned me in a rather fucked up way....but that’s another story), the behaviours 
were incredibly extreme and downright bizarre. Then there is the other side of the 
coin....indifference. The person no longer seems excited to spend time together and doesn’t put any 
effort into anything. Eventually they wander off and stop calling. Some women have to be dumped 
for the former. But, most women simply do the latter. They start hot and heavy and then fizzle out. 
The way I do things, this is not a big deal. But, these same women often pressure me for a 
monogamous relationship. I’m like, if you can’t maintain interest for 6 months, what makes you think 
I want to be moving in with you? Also, most women will gab endlessly in narcissistic fashion about 
the most inane things. Rarely have I been with a woman that bothered to find out much about me in 
depth. My experience is most women behave themselves and are fun to be around, if you keep them 
on a short leash. But, if you let them cut you off from “competition” they very quickly become lazy 
and presumptuous. One thing I have never met any woman who does, is start working together to 
build a life with her man. I’d love to meet a woman like this. But, I doubt she exists. The types of 
behaviours I would expect from a woman like this range from the simple getting to know my 
personality in depth to the complex, starting money making ventures together to support the kids we 
plan to have. To be blunt, I rarely meet a woman who is sincere, down to earth and makes good 
decisions, let alone sending that my way. Most are completely involved in airy fairy nonsense, many 
to the point of being self-destructive and chasing after sensual pleasures. That’s great in limited 
quantities. But it’s hardly something to build a life together with. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 

2. This may come as some surprise to you but most women are more attracted to a man who won’t be 
monogamous with them than to one who will (and they wonder why I choose the former). If you ask 
a woman, hey, would you date a man who was seeing other women? Most would say, "Of course 
not." But, that’s not true. my value as a man goes up, not down, if I “date around”. There are a few 
things though. You can’t lie....and you can’t burst their bubble. When a woman directly asks, "Are 
you dating other people?", the answer is yes. When she asks where were you Saturday night, the 
answer is, "None of your business." But, you don’t leave other women’s underwear hanging around 
your bedroom either. When a woman asks, "Are you single?", the answer is yes (unless you are 
married and that’s a whole other thing) Also, most women “date around”. They are seeing more than 
one man (none tell you this, BTW) and they don’t respect a man who isn’t seeing more than one 
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woman. What they want to do though, is separate you from the other women. Not a problem, except 
once they have you, they don’t want you anymore! Every time I let a woman become “serious”, she 
wanders off. Not right away mind you. Instead she leads me on and suddenly changes her mind at a 
later date. My point here is, the whole thing of a woman looking for a decent man to have a 
monogamous relationship with, is just a big myth. Either they want to bag you, but have no intention 
of doing their part in the relationship and, quite frankly, disrespect you for being willing to be 
bagged....or they WANT you to be the type of man who dates around. Even the women whose self- 
esteem is so low that they are rarely with a man do this. This is the way things are. I didn’t choose it 
(quite frankly, I don’t like it). And the way things are is very different than the way they say things 
are. 


3. That’s a person who is being an asshole. The hallmark of the asshole is unreasonableness. They 
expect you to rearrange your life and deal with a huge imposition so that you can indulge a minor 
whim of theirs. Or (as in this case) they are very controlling. They want you to solve a problem you 
have, their way, rather than your way. If you refuse and do what any assertive, self-determined 
person would do (choosing your own way to deal with something) and it doesn’t work, they dump a 
hefty amount of blame on you and even try to punish you in an aggressive or passive-aggressive 
fashion. The point of what they do is NOT to make things come out right (mostly what they want you 
to do doesn’t work anyway, lol), but that you do what THEY want. I would say that, no, the way that 
person is behaving is not what you would see in someone who loves you. There are two things you 
see in the behavior of someone who loves you. The first is their behavior encourages you to grow and 
become self-sufficient. The second is they are willing to give up things that don’t really matter to 
them, so that you can have something that really matters or is important to you. If you have an 
emergency, they turn off the tube, get their ass off the couch and help you. They also don’t try to 
make you feel stupid for having the emergency. However they also don’t let you make it a habit of 
manufacturing emergencies on a regular basis. 


Someone who loves you would SUGGEST getting your own car. When you chose to do something 
else, they would support your right to make that decision. If it didn’t work, they would help you. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 176 of 744 


They neither carry you through life nor let you fall off the cliff from a single bad decision. Someone 
who did that to me wouldn’t even get the benefit of a phone call to let them know they’ve been 
dumped. 


There is one exception to that. When a person consistently makes decisions that are deviant and way 
outside the realm of reasonableness....you confront them about it. For example, drug use. Another 
example, I had an old girlfriend of mine who was whoring around behind her fiancé’s back with guys 
who had been in jail. I told her that was inappropriate and likely to result in ruining her life. She told 
me to fuck off.....so I did. I haven’t spoken to her since. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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No Woman is "Out of Your League" 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


OUT OF YOUR LEAGUE 


No chanos. Sory 


eee 


hat I mean by leagues is who is the woman hanging around. 
There are certain groups of people who only mingle among themselves and don’t allow outsiders to 
join them. Many women lie, and say they are out of your league. What they mean by this is they have 
confused their ideal of looks with an ideal that everyone has. They aren’t attracted to you, so you 
must be ugly (the biggest, most common lie women tell us). 


We're not Worthy!!! 


Unless she is going to parties over at Bill Gates house, or is the CEO of a company, she is most 
definitely in your league. You could line 100 of her up (not that difficult to do) and one of them 
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would go, “Oh yeah, baby, you’re the guy for me”. The exact same number that you would get if you 
lined up 100 truck stop waitresses, etc. We all pretend there are stratifications among the 90% of 
everyone who is average. But, there aren’t. Not in our culture. Instead, people pair up in a semi- 
random way, controlled mostly by whomever happens to be hanging around. But, who says you have 
to limit yourself to who is hanging around? Once you know about this situation, you can go looking 
for it. You'll be shocked by what you find. 


The problem is that one doesn’t whistle at you as you walk down the street. You need to do things to 
get her to reveal herself. Meanwhile, she is home alone, wondering why great guys like you never 


give her the time of day. Hilarious. 


a. 
PIL AY | 
AAA | | 


Click Pic for "Finding the Small Pool of Interested Women" 

Try this experiment on a regular basis. Dress up in a reasonable fashion (ie wear normal clothes that 
are clean and in reasonable condition...bathe and be groomed). Then go to the mall and walk around. 
Keep an open posture at all times, relaxed with a open look on your face and a slight smile....and just 
stroll around. Every time you pass a woman, look her in the eye for a second or two. Do this a 
hundred times and think about the results. Most women will do some form of avoiding your gaze. An 
obnoxious minority will make a face at you (stupid bitches). A significant number will be open and 
friendly toward you. And one or two will look like they want to knock you down, rip your clothes off 
and fuck you right there. Be sure to smile and nod at any woman who looks like that.....1f you want 
her or not. Why, because it shows very clearly the next step. Your smile and nod are the first step of 
talking to her and getting her as a part of your life. Notice the dramatic difference in her behavior vs 
every other freaking woman you ever have contact with. Only women who are like this are really 
worth any significant amount of your time. Only women in the “friendly” category are worth being 
nice to. Everyone else can go fuck themselves. Why? Because it has nothing to do with you. Only 
with them. 


But, most importantly, note the randomness of the whole damn thing. Ugly girls laugh in your face, 


moms with kids being open and friendly, nuns and teenage sex goddesses looking at you with 
lust.....all at random. All hidden until you went looking for it. 


Women's Requirements in a Man 


QUOTE: I’ve been turned down for a date because the girl only wanted to date a guy with blue eyes. 
Mine are brown. So I didn’t get a date. And yes, as you can tell, I’m all broken up over it. Yeah. 
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ALL I WANT INA MAN IS... 


The correct response to something like this is to laugh in the woman’s face, roll your eyes in that “I 
can’t believe what a fucking loser you are” manner and walk away. When a woman has a weird 
attitude like this, she is telling you quite clearly, and in no uncertain terms, that something is wrong 
with her. She doesn’t know how to play the game and will likely end up failing at it. Either she will 
end up with nobody or she will end up with an obese, ugly, smelly, unemployed guy.....with blue 
eyes. 


This is a lot different than a woman saying, "I want a guy I’m heavily attracted to physically." Or "I 
want a guy who I find interesting to talk to." Or one of lots of different criteria that fall under 
personal taste. Those things speak directly to the enjoyment of her being with the guy. Blue eyes 
don’t fit the bill with that. It shows she is clueless about how her choices affect the quality of her life. 
One day, she will look back at her crappy as hell life and go, “How the hell did I end up here?” 


Seeking After Money Is Not An Effective Means of Attracting Women 


Gold digger % 


a GE vee JUDE SINAFLECL My whole point in posting this research is to show 
that, no, siie after money is NOT an effective means of getting women and sex. 


What’s going on here is two-fold. 


First, women are women are choosing most sexual partners at random with a small percentage of 
women (gold diggers) choosing a man based on money (only lots of money will do) but as a means of 
exploitation and have having no intention of doing anything but burning the relationship to get their 
hands on that money. 


Second, most women are lying about the randomness thing. They list a whole bunch of attributes 
(including income) that they want in a man. When they randomly reject you, they bring up lack in 
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any of these attributes as the reason, and the very next day are with someone who has none of the 
attributes on that list. Hypocrisy. Income (height is another one) is a favourite because women list 
qualifications that only a tiny fraction of men meet. It’s a handy way to reject you. However, it’s total 
bullshit. The truth is, if she won’t her sister will or her friends will. That is the truth. Men can (and 
do) make themselves crazy trying to meet the qualifications of women. They work out obsessively, 
work 80 hour weeks, 


I DIDN'T 
MARRY MY 
HUSBAND 
FOR HIS 


MONEY, §& 
| DIVORCED F 


S dress in insanely expensive clothes, get all manner of 
plastic surgery, and a lot of other goofy stuff to try and “measure up”. It just doesn’t work. It doesn’t 
work because the idea of objective measures of a man is just a scam. Women are lying. 


If you redid this study with other objective measures. ....things like lean muscle mass, height, 
education, dominance, whatever, you would find the exact same thing. The only exceptions would be 
fame (if you are on TV, you are going to get laid) and deviance (criminal history, drugs, violence 
etc.) 


This has implications for a man’s strategies for dealing with women. Work on THEM, work on the 
situation, don’t waste time working on yourself. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Don't Argue with Women, Have Power & Choices 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Click Pic for "Social Strategy: Why Men Shouldn't Argue with Women" 

It is a mistake to argue with women. Arguments are all about words and women in our culture don’t 
match up words with actions and freely say things that don’t make sense and then deny that they 
don’t make sense. In short, they aren’t honest when trying to solve problems using discussion, 
negotiation and compromise. The reason they aren’t honest is because they are trying to be abusive 
and exploitative rather than having relationships based on mutual love and respect. 


Instead, deal with women in the realm of behavior. Point to a behavior you don’t like and tell her to 
stop, or point out a missing behavior of hers and tell her to do it. Never discuss why you don’t like it 
or why you want her to do something. Get used to saying the word NO....a lot. And NEVER discuss 
things in terms of right and wrong (it’s enough that YOU want it). Always have a consequence lined 
up if she refuses, and ALWAYS come through with that consequence. Flakey girls get dumped, if 
you get my drift. This only works if you have her replacement waiting in the wings to take her place 
(your needs, not people’s expectations, are what’s important). Understand that, in our culture, ALL 
girls are flakey and need to be dumped sooner or later, so don’t hesitate to do so, or let them get away 
with anything. As this behavior among men becomes common (and it is), women’s flakiness will 
drop off dramatically. 


She's Lying 


The problem here is that women lie about anything and everything....often for no reason at all. Most 
men, not being liars themselves, never consider that other people, particularly their women friends 
and loved ones, are liars. It takes getting burned, often several times, before a man wakes up to rule 
number one when dealing with women...... don’t listen to anything they say, no matter how minor, 
because it’s a lie. That’s not enough though. It takes major education and rehabilitation before men 
even learn about rule number two (let alone, live it).....you are the most important person in any 
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relationship with women. 
1) Who cares what they say. It’s either a lie or a manipulation and usually both. So don’t listen to it. 


2) I am the only important person in my relationships (no matter the type) with women. 


Click Pic for "Generalizing ina Politically Correct World" 
It’s important to understand the ”woman who is the expception” phenomena. You WILL run into 


women (probably many women) who seem to not be this way. You will be tempted to break rules 1 
and 2. DON’T DO IT! Women are sociopaths....perfect actors. A great many of them are into the 
whole, “I’m different” thing. They absolutely are NOT. They are the most dangerous because you 
will think you’ve found the real thing, completely arrange your life, mind and soul around them and 
then get destroyed. For months or years, you will be so overwhelmingly overjoyed that (unlike all 
those other losers) you actually have love in your life from a woman who truly cares about you. This 
is the worst and most insidious of lies and once it is revealed, well, there’s nothing left. Falling for 
the “woman who is the exception”, is a good way to end up contemplating eating a gun. Don’t do that 
either. It is possible to have good relationships with women but only if you force it to be on your 
terms and understand that they are time limited. You enjoy them for as long as they last. Understand 
that they will be over, probably sooner, rather than later (so you want to leave at the first sign of bad 
behavior) and you have to constantly engage in behaviors that bring new women into your life. 


Everything Out of a Woman's Mouth is a Lie! 
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Click for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 

Everything out of a woman’s mouth is a lie.....especially when they want you to talk to them about 
something. There can be no resolution of problems because there is no transparency, no introspective 
honesty on their part. What they want, as far as this goes, is to be heard, not to communicate. The act 
of being heard by another is addictive to them. If you are a good listener and can clamp down on your 
own need to say stuff, you can manipulate how they see you, and, indirectly, how they treat you. 
Good treatment comes when a woman sees you as powerful, desirable and very much prone to being 
stolen by the competition. One thing that has zero effect on how they treat you is talking things out, 
and working through relationship issues. The reason is simple. While you may be sincere and 
motivated to have a deep meaningful relationship based on equality, trust and mutual caring, respect, 
warmth and love.....she NEVER is. She may pretend to but it is an exercise in pain, as she 
manipulates you into doing one inappropriate thing after another while constantly changing the rules 
at random. But, take one step outside that door, and see her behavior change instantly. Of course, 
eventually, she will boot your ass right out that very same door. But she was going to do that 
eventually, anyway. 


Pook #6 — Lesson Three: Judge By Actions, Not By Words 
You Cannot Change Women 


There are three things you need if you want a lot of women to be attracted to you. The first is you 
need to be in shape. Not being fat is good but being muscular is better. The second thing you need is 
the right clothes. What are the right clothes? The clothes that women react positively to you in (as 
opposed to the clothes you want to be wearing). Want to learn more about the right clothes than you 
ever wanted to know? Go sign up for one of R Don Steele’s workshops on this. Be polite. Steele isn’t 
known for tolerating bad behavior....at all. The third thing you need is the right attitude. Whole 
books can and have been written about this. But, the crux of the issue is you must be completely 
assertive with a woman, have options and be willing to dump women who engage in bad behavior. 
Steele is a good source and I highly recommend his books. 
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Click Pic for "Work With The World; Don't Fight Against It" 

However, that being said, you cannot change women, you cannot change women, you CANNOT 
change women. Your relationship is time limited. There is no way around that. You cannot make 
decisions about women that contradict that fact. If you do you most certainly will suffer. Your ability 
to enjoy that time with the woman is strictly dependent on how vigilant you are and how much power 
you cultivate in relationships. Once your power is gone, it’s gone, and you can’t get it back. If you 
allow a woman to stay when you have no power over her, she will destroy you (dump any woman 
you don’t have power over, immediately). How do you know you have no power over her? She feels 
free to engage in bad behavior. Now all women do this a little bit to test you. The difference is when 
you call her on it, she laughs in your face instead of stopping. Most men give up their power a few 
weeks into a relationship. Big mistake. 


My point here is: don’t spend too much time worrying about theories with regard to women. Stay 
focussed on behaviours.....learning and refining what works from what doesn’t. There is a hell of a 
lot out there that sounds good but is worthless. Pull little bits and pieces and test them out. Keep what 
works and discard the rest. 


No, no, No, NO, NO!!! 
Quite obviously all women have become insane. It’s not that they eschew logic (actually, they are 


quite good at coming up with rationalizations). It’s that they spend the lion’s share of their efforts 
seeking out insane situations, engaging in insane behaviors and basically destroying themselves and 


anyone stupid enough to allow them the tiniest bit of say in their lives. The solution is equally 
obvious...... don’t give them even the tiniest bit of say in your life. When I say tiniest, I mean it. No 
matter what they ask for, no matter how innocuous, you must say no to it. You must never ask them 
for anything, even the simplest, most smallest thing. If you want something from them you must tell 
them to give it to you. Although you say it nicely, it must be a command. The very second they say 
no to you, you need to dump them. 
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Click Pic for "You're Such a Tool! (Briffault's Law)" 
It’s sad to say, but that’s what it takes just to prevent a woman from ruining your life, which she will 


do 100% of the time if you don’t do this. A woman can and will move on, eventually to find someone 
who will let them ruin their life for them. Not enough men know about this yet, although many more 
know about it today than just a few short years ago. Eventually, most men will know it and women 
will have few to no options for this. They will have to change or do without. It will start with 
relationships first. Few to no men will get married each year and a great many men will seek wives 
from outside cultures. Next, these same men will look at women in the work place and ask, "Hey, do 
these female employees have merit?" You'll find few women being promoted unless they can do the 
job. Last to change will be the courts, as more and more, it is discovered that MOST of the female 
issues in court are based on lies. Most rape cases....lies. Most alimony/child (mommy) support based 
on lies. It will become very common for courts to assume a woman is lying about certain 
issues.....especially with regard to non-stranger rape and almost everything with regard to divorce. 


However, it all starts with one simple word.....no. No is the magic word that will protect you from 
women.....today. No, we won’t get married. No, you can’t move in with me. No, I don’t want to meet 
your parents. No, that kid isn’t mine. No, you can’t have any money. No, I just don’t want a 
monogamous relationship. No. No. No. No. NO. 


The Number One Mistake Most Men Make with Women Is... Talking to Them! 
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LET ME MANSPLAIN 


I think you are making the number one mistake that most men make with women. You are talking to 


them. Trying to have an honest, equal, intelligent conversation with them is like me trying to explain 
to Pushkin that terrorists, Nazis, and Satan worshipers are bad people.....a fruitless endeavour. The 
problem is, they’re nuts and most of their mental power is focussed on rationalizing their nutty 
behavior. They will take every avenue to twist the truth in ways that are amazing to behold, and God 
forbid you should pin them down and dissect exactly what they are doing.....they hate you forever for 
it (and just keep on, keeping on). What’s the point? 


Quite frankly, if you don’t want something from her (and let’s face it, that means pussy), then you 
shouldn’t be talking to her. If she shows no interest in giving you what you want in the near future, 
you should not be talking to her. Now, let’s say you want something from her and she is giving you 
major signals that she wants to give it to you. You need to talk to her. However, keep in mind two 
things. First, within reason, the less you talk the better. The more you listen to her, the more a 
brilliant conversationalist you seem (they are COMPLETELY self-centered and only one subject is a 
guaranteed hit.....themselves). The less you reveal about yourself the better. Women don’t love you, 
they love the fantasy of you and all that revealing just bursts their bubble. The second is anything you 
do say should be completely goal focussed. Think about this. You want something from her. The 
things you say to her should have the goal of opening the path to her giving it to you. If you are 
talking about something (rather than inane small talk) or explaining something, you have drifted 
away from your goal and are fucking up. 


You think I'm mansplaining?? 


Let me tell you 
why you're wrong 


When talking to women, there are three things that should bec coming out of your mouth. Inane small 
talk about something unimportant that you are both observing. Open ended questions about her. And 
various techniques for fostering attraction (for example, David D’ Angelo has an excellent series on 
this). If one of these three things isn’t coming out of your mouth, you are probably explaining 
something or arguing. Although it’s satisfying to be heard by someone, it is fostering a negative 
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image with her and every other woman observing you with her. You are driving the pussy off with a 
stick. Sad, but true. 


The Problem with Discussing Things with Women 


GIFSOUP.COM 
The problem with discussing things with women is their half of the debate is essentially made up on 


the spot with no basis in reality and subject to change instantly to either prove them right or to 
support a decision they’ ve already made at random. That’s a big difference between men and women. 
Men use critical thinking to make decisions while women use critical thinking to rationalize decisions 
they’ve already made. If the decision they made worked, the rationalization tends to be of high 
quality. If the decision fails (usually, it does) then the quality of the rationalization is intentionally 
poor, to cover up specific things they did that caused the failure and to avoid taking responsibility and 
(gasp) change, at all costs. Obviously, you can’t work out things or negotiate with a person who does 
this and shouldn’t even try. A side effect is they will hate you if you manage to box them in a corner 
analytically and will disrespect you if you just give up. It’s a lose/lose situation, so why bother? The 
limit should be...... Hey, I’m going out to “fill in the blank”, wanna come? No. Ok.....bye. The bad 
news is she made that decision at random. So, you can’t change her mind (well, sometimes you can, 
but it’s degrading and just not worth the effort). The good news is, ask enough women and one will 
randomly say yes. 


This is a far cry from being normal. But it is what it is. Normal would be a woman only considering 
men she thought were attractive and then getting to know men from that pool until she found one that 
was compatible, then focussing her attention on that man until love started to develop. Then start a 
sexual relationship with that man. No woman does that. 


Who Cares What Women Are Thinking? 
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Who cares what a woman may or may not be thinking inside? What matters is their behavior.....how 
predictable it is and most importantly, how you can (or cannot) get them to behave. You cannot get 
them to be honest, not cheat on you or respond positively to virtuous behavior. What you CAN do is 
get them to treat you nicely in the short term and severely limit the damage they can cause when they 
inevitably leave. 


What’s going on with women is that they are freakin’ psychos. And being insane, it’s impossible to 
have a sane intimate relationship with them. You can either be forced to have an insane intimate 
relationship with them or you can have a sane relationship where you keep your distance. 


Sad to say but relationships with women in this country are about power, not love. If you give up the 
former in pursuit of the latter, you will suffer. 


However, I agree that one should never blame women for the way they are. Judgement is the first 


step toward acceptance of responsibility, then forgiveness and redemption. Women just aren’t 
capable of participating in that. Although men are and always should when necessary. 


What Matters is the Amount of Power and Choice You Have in a Relationship 


The 


You know, if women really were only looking for a good provider, it wouldn’t be that big of a deal. I 
mean, in most cultures it seems that part of what men are expected to provide is security for their 
wife and family. 


The problem comes from the fact that most american woman are stuck in such a negative vibe. They 
don’t want a nice home, financial security and the best for themselves and their children. What they 
want is to exploit a man for cash while they screw around with drug dealers. They don’t respect 
themselves and they certainly don’t respect the provider....... which is why men avoid marriage. 
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I guess what I am saying is the problem is NOT a misunderstanding of the roles between men and 
women, miscommunications, needs not being met, whatever (despite what tons of closet homos, like 
Dr Phil would have you believe). The problem is the quality of the character of the average woman is 
very, very low. 


One, you have no control over that. They will NEVER change, no matter what you do, unless they 
decide on their own to change for their own reasons (realistically, that just doesn’t happen). The only 
thing you can do is switch women constantly, making sure each new woman has a character that is 
better and better. But, since noble character is soooooo rare, it is the quality that gives a woman the 
most status. In other words, a good woman can demand any type of partner she chooses and get it. 
Unless you have worked your way up the status ladder, she has no reason to give you the time of day. 
Much less so than say, a penthouse pet would or an rich heiress like Paris Hilton would. 


But two, you have to make damn sure you have the lions share of the power in any relationships you 
have. Why? Because you will have to constantly control negative behavior from those you are 
involved with. If you can’t or won’t, it will rapidly escalate into severe abuse. If you allow it to 
become very advanced, it will result in a marriage, plus kids, and then divorce, personal ruin and 
despair. 


It’s sad to say but you cannot solve this problem by being sane, loving, and nurturing in a 
relationship. Although that is nice, it is irrelevant. What matters is the amount of power and choice 
you have. Both niceguys and evil men are harmed by women when they haven’t cultivated power in 
relationships. And both niceguys and evil men can have success with women, but only if they 
cultivate power and choice instead of love with women. The difference is the niceguy does it ina 
positive way. He says says no to all requests and refuses monogamous relationships. Although he 
cares about women, he is completely detached. The evil man, slaps a woman down when she “gets 
out of line” and laughs in her face whenever she expresses a desire or need. Everything out of his 
mouth is a lie or a putdown. 


What is horrible is women cannot tell the difference between benevolent detachment and callous 
indifference. They are both equally attractive to them. 
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en Who Sleep on the Couch 


This topic is one of the many problems that happens when you allow a woman to weasel her way 
into living with you (which is part of the point as to why she wanted to). You can’t easily leave. You 
definitely can’t leave without destroying the relationship. Contrast this with what you could do if you 
weren’t living together. "Look babe, I’m just not satisfied with your behavior. P11 be back when you 
decide to behave. If it happens too many times, I won’t come back." 


Not sleeping with her (especially if you are sleeping with someone else) becomes empowering, rather 
than disempowering. Of course, she can do the same thing, but while your your desirability goes up 
when you do this, hers goes down. Plus, don’t kid yourself; she is going to do it anyway. Why should 
you accept the problems inherent in monogamy when she won’t? 


My point here is, you lost the fight waaaaay back when you allowed her to move in with you, not 
when it comes down to her trying to get you to sleep on the couch. Also, if she is doing this, it means 
your relationship is over. She may hang on (sometimes for quite a bit) but the good times are done 
and she is looking for your replacement. This is a harsh, complicated thing when living together. But 
when not living together, it is as simple as erasing her number off your speed dial. 


Previous / Index / Next 


The Value of Men Maintaining Their Own Spaces 
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I found a great comment by someone called Ray Wolfson while I was reading 5 Ways To Eject From 
A Relationship over at Return of Kings. He touched on a lot of points that are worth considering and 
this shouldn't just dwindle away into the abyss of comment land. I like how he talks about how to 
deal with women's nesting habits in a way that allows for a functional lifestyle - in other words, 
maintain your own place apart from hers, and then go hang out at her place all the time, where you 
basically live... but not really, and you have the ability to "get away." Not only does this kind of 
arrangement take care of those pesky common-law legalities that increasingly seek to enslave men in 
the same ridiculous manner as modern marriage & divorce, but it also helps to lubricate the 
relationship by maintaining a bit of mystery. And, of course, you are never under her thumb as her 
little kitchen bitch. If she starts behaving ridiculously, as all relationships seem to steer towards in 
time, you have the ability to say "See ya, Toots!" and be done with her in under a day. This ability to 
stand your ground in the face of irrational behaviour, rather than acting like a servile worm in her 
house, will only help to maintain a higher level of respect within the relationship. 


It wouldn't even have to be a fancy place that you've got. Check out this tiny pad: 


It would easily do the trick for me as a get-away/hang-out where I could go to for a while, and as an 
address separate from a girlfriend to eliminate common-law status, and also as an emergency 
"landing pad" if ever needed. Think about how much money men lose by being forced into pseudo- 
marriages through common-law BS. Suddenly owning a little shack somewhere seems like an 
interesting investment, if it protects your greater assets from the family court system. 


Anyway, here is the comment for you to read: 


KK K 


By Ray Wolfson 


I have been in a few long term relationships... it depends on her age and yours and if you and her 
want kids. 


At the end of the day a long term relationship without kids is almost not worth having (plus she'll 
probably fill your house with horrid lapdogs and cats once she hits menopause) My father is still bed 
hopping at 70+ and he says it gets easier because the older gals are much more mellow and accepting, 
but he does get into relationships that last. It is nice to have a special someone tied down, It's just not 
nice to be tied up !!! 


So you really have to know what you want. If you want to start a family with the girl and go for real 
long term, then it's a simple equation, one that I have totally screwed up over the last few years, so 
take it from someone who has learned by mistakes big time..... 


Firstly women like to nest, so provide her with that nest. The male turkeys build huge nests and then 
invite the females in. This has worked great for me with one huge BUT....once the female is in your 
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nest - long term - it's not your nest any more it's HER NEST! 


Therefore to maintain independence, status, protect your assets and so forth, (and be able to run a 
little game on the side) you need to set her up in your nest... make it her nest, but keep somewhere 
else for yourself (easy if you are self employed like me) then you can come and go as you please with 
impunity. 


If things get tense you disappear for a couple of weeks..... 


You have to firewall the asset and the 'family' nest as something you can literally walk away from 
same day. 


This has been my mistake. I love chilling at home and I work from home and I'm always around, so 
basically way too available I think this is the mistake a lot of men make in LTRs (Long-term 
Relationships). It's not your home it's HERS. You can set her up in it and then come and go and 
basically maintain your status like a lover. The best LTR I had was with a girl who had her own 
place, and that place became like my pad in a sense, but I was always visiting her. She loved it when 1 
arrived, greeted my like the finest 10 at the local brothel. It was fantastic. She wanted her man back 
in her nest. You see the difference! 


Unless you do that, when things get difficult, your comfort, your base, your emotional center, your 
orientation etc. is all based around your 'home' where you live with her. She starts making that tense 
and awkward and your whole life falls apart and you feel homeless. You end up like that cliche guy 
getting a motel room for the night to get some peace. This is stressful disorientating, expensive, 
unproductive and shitty. 


So you create a home with her, set her up long term, prenup, get married... GO FOR IT! But keep 
your distance and keep her AND your home with her at arm's length. Be able to write it off - then you 
will never have to! 


Women in an LTR get under your skin. They discuss your life and work and business and everything 
with you. It all seems so harmless and warm, soft, friendly etc... HOWEVER.... when you need some 
space (or want to bang a hottie on the weekend) the LTR girl is all over you like a rash. She knows 
your work schedule, your family, your friends. You're like a 14 year old, giving her excuses just to go 
out for a Saturday night, even if it's just for a beer with some mates from work and nothing is going 
to happen. Shit i've had a girl in an LTR get jealous because i went for a jog in the forest for an hour 
on a Tuesday morning. 


If you watch the TV show Mad Men, you see how all these guys in the 60s had important careers and 
stay home wives cooking them meals when they got home etc.etc. and one of the dynamics I loved 
about that old school LTR is the man's world remains this impressive mystery to the woman. 


The same girl I had an LTR with 1 mentioned above, where we basically lived out of her place but I'd 
come and go... on our first date I told her I was an arms dealer, smuggling weapons to Africa. Of 
course she knew this was a joke, but with me coming and going on business, and away for a week 
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here and a week there, it remained very exciting to her. 


The mystery of my world, even if I was hell stressed with work... I was doing IT and Telecom setups 
and travelling alot... it kept her panties wet and I always maintained this aloof mystery. I never 
discussed my work with her. "DONT WANT TO TALK ABOUT IT!" My world was a mystery and I 
came and went as I pleased. She hated it in a way and always nagged me to move in with her 
properly and finally stonewalled me to break up or move in fully... I called her bluff and split. I could 
see what was going to happen was I'd move in and she'd slowly get bored of having me around 24/7. 
The solution was not to break up with her, but carry on the dynamic of keeping her in orbit around 
me and my world, rather than allowing myself to be dragged into orbiting her rather shrink wrapped 
world. We could have rented a bigger apartment and put my name on the lease, and then I could have 
carried on exactly as before, for 10-20 years with kids and the lot. It was that easy... and she would 
have loved it and hated it. 


You see women are never happy because what they love, they also hate. They hate being boned and 
controlled by this big male... but they also love it. You can never make that happy. You can only 
keep it just in the sweet spot where you want it to be. THINK ABOUT IT! 


Even the most dull unimaginative middle management woman can make an excellent wife, home 
maker, momma, partner, LTR, work a job, bring in some cash etc. etc... provided you only spend that 
perfect amount of time with her, so she is amping for more, never quite gets enough of you..... and 
you don't get bored of her. 


I think alot of these LTRs die because the man gets bored to tears. The woman senses his lack of 
interest and starts pushing him away. Solution? Keep your distance. Analyze how many hours per 
week can i really spend with this person... halve that number and stick to the program... 


It's well known that Christmas and holidays are the time when most family breakups occur. WHY? 
Because too much time together = stifling, boring, tedious and GET THE FUCK OUTTA HERE! 


The earth orbits the sun at the correct distance, the electron orbits the proton at the correct distance. 
Make her your electron.. Be the proton. Be her sun at the centre of her universe. Don't be her moon 
manically in orbit around her. 


This of course is exactly what happens to the poor schelp like me. I built a lovely home, with all my 
gadgets, office and so forth, work only a few hours a day, love my place, but she gets fed up with me 
lurking about all the time, and starts pushing me out. Now I feel like I'm in orbit around my home 
base whereas if i'd had my home base - my centre of gravity - somewhere else and her installed in 
"our home," she'd still be in orbit around me. 


Ain't gravity a bitch ! 
When the electron gets too close to the proton it merges and creates a neutron. Oops! Neuter boy and 


frigid girl. No sex for them tonight. Don't let her get too close to destroy it. The problem with all this 
equality and so forth is we want to discuss and debate and negotiate everything, so the electron (the 
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female) gets too close. 


Previous / Index / Next 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 195 of 744 


Relationship Phases 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


It's important to understand how a woman undermines the ability of a man to walk away from a bad 
situation, in order to prevent falling into a bad situation by degrees. 


1). The first thing she will want to do is spend more and more time with you. This is the most 
innocuous and insidious of her tools, because it is quite a reasonable thing for two people to do when 
they enjoy eachother’s company. Often, she will make the sex incredible (the best sex you will ever 
have with her) to promote you wanting to see her more and more. This is the best place for a man to 
resist, with the most rewards, but also the most unstable. You must put limits on her by being "busy". 
Although 


<= 
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=" Byou shouldn't tell her unless directly questioned, ”busy” includes seeing 
other women. If you have a number of pearls on a string, it is perfectly OK to say upfront that "busy" 
means you are unavailable with another girl unless she is into threesomes. Women will work the 
hardest here and enjoy your company the most, but will wander off with a guy who seems like he 


might marry her. 
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). After she is seeing you often and regularly, she will want to be 
exclusive. This isn't that bad for a man but can cause problems because the skills you use to get other 
women become rusty (that's part of the point). At this stage, women will do tons of things to try and 
make you dependent on her. The sex is still good but the focus shifts on her trying to make you 
emotionally dependant on her. If you let things slip to this point, you basically have a limited time 
before she dumps you if you won't "commit". Understand that she is 100% seeing other guys behind 
your back though, if you are formally her boyfriend or not. "Commitment" is always a one way street, 


100% of the time. The only thing that will force her to actually be exclusive with you is if she can't 
get anyone else (you should never be with a girl like that because she will secretly despise you for it). 


Soa 


Ej 


3). After you two are an item comes the obnoxious and constant attempts to manufacture a ”living 
together” type of situation. She will constantly leave stuff over at your place and change things 
around to suit her taste. She will bring it up again and again and is likely to manufacture a situation 
where she becomes homeless and needs to move in with you. Expect ultimatums. Expect fights. 
Expect downright obsessive behavior, especially if you are "cheating" on her. The good news is she 
will be much less likely to fuck other guys if she is living with you (if she does, it means she is either 
insane or about to dump you). The bad news is it will be incredibly difficult to get rid of her and she 
will literally rip your life up by the roots once she gets tired of waiting for marriage and leaves. This 
is the absolute last stand for a guy. If you screw up here, you will have a tough time of it. 
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whocares about my FIANCES face?! LOOK AT MY RINGI iol 4). When you live together, depending on 
the woman and how old you two are, comes the constant nagging for an engagement ring. It begins 
with attempted brain washing and dissolves into fighting if you resist. If you ever flat out tell her you 
won't marry her, ever, for any reason, she will burn your life and leave. However, she can and will 
cheat on you without a second thought. "Commitment" is always a one way street. If you catch her, 
she will beg for forgiveness and try to bend the situation into a marriage proposal, or burn your life 
and leave. The older you two are, the shorter this time period. If you meet a girl in college (cough) it 
can last a rollercoaster ride, a decade long. If you meet her when you are 30, expect demands for 
marriage within 6 months. If she is 35, the demands will be angry and psychotic. However, she can 
and usually will, leave without a second thought. It will be as if you two were never together. This 


last is probably the most important reason to never get married. It's a scam. Your lover never 
bothered to develop deep feelings for you even though she has done everything in her power to make 
you have them for her. You must be very, very careful here because most girls will attempt to get 
pregnant to try and force you into marrying them. If you say no, they will either get an abortion or 
seek child support from you. Note that a significant portion of the time (perhaps as high as 30%, by 
some estimates) the child isn't yours. This is a purposeful response to careful birth control efforts on 
your part. Always make sure you know if she leaves and has a bun in the oven. Always get a DNA 
test. Be knowledgeable of wacko laws regarding this, especially if you live in a granola state 
(managed by nuts, fruits and flakes) like New York or California. 
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Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage" 


5). After the engagement immediately comes the specific dates and wedding plans, etc. Things are 
good but you have this nagging feeling that she actually hates your guts and plans to crucify you the 
second you get back from the honeymoon. Trust your instincts. If you push the wedding date back 
too much, she will likely fuck someone else and dump you... unless you have tons of cash that is. 
Then she will fuck someone else and you will never ever know. You can still leave her at the altar, 
but she will try to make you pay for it. 


6). After marriage, the woman starts to attempt to reduce your status to that of marital slave. This is 
where the hardcore abuse starts with serious attempts to make you absolutely dependent on her. The 
moment you slipped the ring on her finger, she started planning the divorce. The wedding is the first 
attempt to bankrupt you, followed by constant demands for a bigger and better house you can't afford, 
new cars, expensive (yet worthless) crap of all makes and descriptions. To add icing on the cake, she 
will attempt to get pregnant with or without your consent, if you can afford a child or no. This is the 
stage women start to really let themselves go, but keep trying to cheat on you. Often they no longer 
care if you find out and being caught as it simply means she gets to fleece you for everything you 


have. 


As you can see, there is a progression. This progression is fairly reliable among different women 


(stereotypical behavior is a sign of mental illness, BTW). The farther along in the progression you 
allow yourself to go, the harder it is to deal with and the more important it becomes that you actually 


deal with it. 

The Four Problems with Serial Monogamy 

Thee are four problems with serial monogamy. 

1) The woman won’t really be monogamous. Unless you are with her every moment of every day, 


she will sleep around behind your back, usually with high risk partners. If you ARE with her every 
moment of every day, she will hit on men in front of your face. This is really an issue of respect. A 
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monogamous lover gets no respect. 


iy E. 
"TRAP-BABY" 


DO NOT let her keep that!! 


) Monogamy to a woman means she is 
setting you up for exploitation. Her ability to do that is very limited unless you are married. The 
pressure to get married will go up exponentially, the longer you are together. It tends to be covert, 
rather than overt. Very quickly, she will manufacture a reason that she HAS to move in with you. It 
will be very convincing (ie she will become homeless if you don’t help her). Worse, she will get 
pregnant on purpose. As far as condoms go, I’m sorry to say you have no choice but to use them 
100% of the time and hide them so she can’t poke holes in them. You’ve been warned. 


3) Despite the universal push for marriage, the relationship is time limited....several months to a 
couple of years... WHETHER YOU MARRY HER OR NOT! Being married and/or having children 
won’t change her sleeping around behind your back, one bit. 


4) And most insidious....monogamy is a tool women use to make you dependent on them. As time 
passes, your seduction skills atrophy. Often, she tries to fatten you up, to make you less 
attractive.....anything to eliminate your ability to get another woman. She will then ration love, 
affection and sex, to get what she wants....and use the threat of abandonment to make you give in to 
the most unreasonable (unreasonable as in, having a boyfriend on the side, unreasonable). Eventually, 
she will abandon you. The point is, she doesn’t make you dependent because she wants to keep you 
(indeed, she will soon dispose of you). She does this because she is preparing to abuse you and wants 
to make it so that if you left, you would never get another woman. 


It is a very bad idea to allow any one woman to become too important. Self-sufficiency, ability to 
choose among partners, and extremely low tolerance for bullshit should be your goals. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Women as "Friends" 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"Are you a slave? If so, you cannot be a friend. Are you a tyrant? If so, you cannot have friends. 
In woman, a slave and a tyrant have all too long been concealed. For that reason, woman is not yet 
capable of friendship: she knows only love. In a woman's love is injustice and blindness towards 
all that she does not love. And in the enlightened love of a woman, too, there is still the unexpected 
attack and lightning and night, along with the light. Woman is not yet capable of friendship: 
women are still cats and birds. Or, at best, cows. Woman is not yet capable of friendship. But tell 
me, you men, which of you is yet capable of friendship?" - Nietzsche 


Ši f 
The Friend Zone 


Means holding her shit while she shops 
for underwear you'll never see her in 


Click for "Friendship: Abandon Hope All Ye Who Enter" -- The Book of Pook 

Women “friends” will ACTIVELY sabotage any attempt you make to pursue any other woman, 
friend of theirs or not. If they do find out you are with a woman, they will act all pissed off and 
jealous and may even get rid of you. 


An example: I had this “friend” of mine from college. Occasionally I’d visit her and we’d hang out or 
something. Several times female friends of hers would be around and I’d ask about them. One time 
she told me this girl was a lesbian and that she absolutely hated men (I had sex with that one, 
hehehe). Another, she told me she was married (a lie). A third, she told me that the girl thought I was 
unattractive (I slept with that one too). The point here is my “friend” would continually try to cock- 
block me. The reason is simple: she wanted me for herself.....just not today (or any other time she 
had access to a man....I was her reserve). 


Pd also like to point out that my “friend” thought it was just okay fine to let me drive 1000 miles to 
go see her and then not be there. I haven’t seen her since. 


Women “friends” don’t care about you. What they care about is keeping a man (or several) in 
reserve, in case they want them later. 
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Never Allow a Woman to Call You a Friend Until You've Had Sex At Least 
Once 


*ve been friends with many women and had sex with 
them. If anything, my sexual desire for them has made me a better friend because the level of 
intimacy and their importance to me is greater. The problem is, they won’t be friends back. Totally 
self-absorbed and obsessed with self-destructive and manipulative behavior, women aren’t capable of 
being anyone’s friend. 


However, that’s not what we are really talking about here. We’re talking about a woman who actually 
rejects you as a man but wants to use you for something. To keep you in her life, she makes you a 
“friend”. But what does that mean? It means you are a second class love interest. You are expected to 
do things for her but are unworthy of her doing things for you. There are a great many things a 
woman COULD do for you as a real friend (for example, actually give a shit about you, lol). 
However, the only thing women actually do for men, is give them sex. At least, that’s the only thing 
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my female friends ever gave me, despite what I wanted from them. Never allow a woman to call you 
a friend until you’ve had sex with her at least once. And for God’s sake, don’t believe her when she 
says it. You may be her friend. But she isn’t yours. She may be your lover but you are nothing but 
disposable to her. In the beginning, you have some respect from her that rapidly diminishes. When 
it’s gone, so is she. But if you start out as “friends”, there will never be even a shred of respect for 
you. You are NEVER a friend to her. You are that guy she keeps around that isn’t good enough to be 
her lover. 


This doesn’t mean you should commit to a woman....no, no, no. What this does mean is the 
relationship only lasts as long as she is still willing to work hard and compete in order to “get” you. 
When that behavior ends, she usually leaves (note that actually “getting” you tends to end the 
behavior made). Sometimes though, they want to hang on for various reasons. Don’t let them.ou are 
NEVER a friend to her. You are that guy she keeps around that isn’t good enough to be her lover. 


Friends with Benefits 


’ve done the "friends with benefits" thing too. Basically, what 
happened was a woman I was in a relationship with demoted me to the status of sex object (I don’t 
want to be your boyfriend anymore, but I still want to have sex). The point of this situation is their 
respect for you has dropped to a very low point, but they still need you for something (in my case, it 
was for sex, but many times, it is something more utilitarian). Their behavior towards you gets more 
and more uncaring and disrespectful. Just say no. 
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This doesn’t mean you should commit to a woman....no, no, no. What this does mean is the 
relationship only lasts as long as she is still willing to work hard and compete in order to “get” you. 
When that behavior ends, she usually leaves (note that actually “getting” you tends to end the 
behavior made). Sometimes though, they want to hang on for various reasons. Don’t let them. 


Ladder Theory 


ASKS) HER OUT; 
TO THE MOVIES 
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SHEASKS WHO 
ELSEIS COMING 


The problem with Ladder Theory is it assumes women make choices based on an objective 
evaluation of the value of a man that is commonly agreed upon. All you have to do is look around to 
see that isn’t true. If anything, we have a big problem in our culture with criminal status men gaining 
access to normal and high status women.....often ruining them in the process. Also, the idea that 
there is a friend ladder and a sex ladder isn’t true. People can and do “hop ladders” all the time, with 
little or no effort, simply by changing their behavior toward the person. If anything, women keep 
their so-called male friends as a “dick in reserve”. Is that really a separate ladder? No. She is just 
giving a guy that should be given high priority because of his traits (looks, personality etc.) low 
priority because he isn’t acting in the way that stimulates her neurotic personality correctly. 


The problem with women is they are nuts. When you meet them and start to get “involved” with 
them, from your perspective, you are building a relationship...... something real, that has permanence 
over time. That’s what people who are involved are supposed to be doing. But that’s not what she is 
doing. From her point of view, although she gives lip service to the relationship, she will only stick 
around for as long as you provoke strong feelings in her. The moment you slip, even if you are 
married with kids for 20 years, she is gone. The sicker ones don’t care if the feelings are positive or 
negative. Want to hop ladders? Learn to provoke strong feelings in her. She’ll jump your bones. 
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Like a brother. ay 
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hot, high status, young, fertile woman? Then go to the gym until your body looks like a model’s, 


Ladder theory is the way things should be. Want a 


wear expensive fashionable clothes, and get a high-paying, high-status job where you are the boss. 
Sounds great. Those are all things a powerful, motivated man can and usually will do. There is a 
problem though. IT DOESN’T WORK. Women don’t give priority to men like that. They say they 
do, but their behavior doesn’t match up with this. You’ll get more play as a dirty, dishevelled 
member of a rock band that is going nowhere fast or as a drug dealer. Even the women that do go for 
the man with money are only looking to exploit him. They don’t want him, they want his money. Of 
course, they don’t want a strong man with money (because he’ II keep her on a tight leash). They want 
a WEAK, low status man with money. 
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"Corresponding to true women, there are extremely female men who are to be found always in 
the apartments of the women, and who are interested in nothing but love and sexual matters. 
Such men, however, are not the Don Juans." -- Otto Weininger, Sex and Character, Male and 


Female Sexuality 


"He is polite and rather anxious to please. He wishes always to do the thing which happens to 
be the proper thing at any given time. He never would think of initiating anything novel or 
starting out in a new and unexpected course. He likes very much to be with ladies, and ladies like 
him — in a way. He is a most useful creature and absolutely harmless, intended by Providence to 
carry wraps and rugs, to order carriages, to provide theater-tickets, flowers, bon-bons, opera- 
boxes and four-in-hands, according to his means and the position which he holds. He will call 
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regularly upon a girl and in fact upon all the girls he knows, and he will keep it up for years, 
and it will never mean anything to him or to them, for he is essentially a tame cat...He is really 
an indispensable person in our modern life; for it is desirable that young women should have 
some male creature about them to fetch and carry — one who will do it all for the mere pleasure 
of the service, and who will never agitate them and disquiet them or make them feel it 
necessary to be on their guard.: -- Excerpt from a 1902 issue of Cosmopolitan Magazine. . 
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Women Are Not Able to Get Sex on Demand 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Let me answer that. No, it's not true. Women would like you to believe it is true. But it's not. There is 
a grain of truth to this in that men highly value women in their reproductive prime. Also, highly 
deviant males sometimes act this way. But it is a far cry from the norm. Although there is a grain of 
truth to the sentiment, the statement is false. It's actually patently ridiculous. 


It assumes that women can get sex any time they want, but don’t want it as much as men. Both of 
these are not true. You only have to look at the amount of time almost every woman spends 
desperately trying to attract a man to know it's not true. If it were true, women would just show up. 
They don't do that. They spend hours and hours finding the right outfit, making sure her makeup and 
hair is perfect, not to mention a thousand other things, carefully intended to attract men. 


Male Female 
Sexuality Sexuality 


Click Pic for "Male and Female: Equal but Different" 
There is no way around it. Men pursue and women attract. In most normal cultures, the woman 
makes it very clear when and who she wants and the man then either steps right up to the plate, or 


doesn’t, depending on his inclination. Women compete with eachother in this way to get the best man 
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they can. Women in our country want you to believe that they are so unbelievably high status that 
they can snap their fingers and get any man they want and that their main problem is beating them off 
with a stick. The reality is far different. The average woman either whores around (ie. takes anyone 
she can get) or spends long periods of time dateless. Either way, they go to great lengths to attract, 
but are way too neurotic to choose who, let alone make it obvious that they are interested. Plus, if you 
are interested, your value plummets and they don’t want you anymore. The problem isn't that the guy 


is a loser. The problem is that the woman is a neurotic freak who lost touch with reality a long time 
ago. She can't engage the mating game in any sane way... and loses big time for it. A woman has ten 
to fifteen years to get herself a man. After that, she is only good for occassional sex. Her status 
reflects that. Too many women find this out after it is far too late to do something about it. 


Understand that when women are playing this game they are trying to fool you about something. 
They want you to be misinformed about your worth and options relative to hers, not only as an 
individual but men as a group. They do this for two reasons. They want to get someone much better 
than they normally should be able to (but are far too lazy and fucked up to, ummm, make themselves 
better). And they want you to accept behavior from them that you never would, if you knew you had 
options. 


Don't be fooled by this. Laugh in the face of any fruitloop who thinks she can act bitchy toward you. 


Plenty of fish in the sea. 


Women Want Sex More Than Men 


Women want sex much more than men, 
not that they enced at getting sex or having a good sexual relationship much more than men. You 
guys are forgetting that women are freakin’ nuts. And that insanity puts serious neurotic restrictions 


on her sexual expression. 


An example. I had a woman friend that became more and more insane as she got older, eventually 
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resulting in my expelling her from my life. Before that, I noticed that about once a month, she would 
pick up a couple of random guys at a bar (strong hormonal component). She was quite fond of telling 
me all about these wild sexual escapades. But I also knew her through several "relationships". They 
all followed the same pattern. The more intimate and close she became with a man (especially if he 
moved in with her), the more she lost sexual interest... to the point of becoming frigid. But she would 


still go out and pick up random guys on the sly. At one point I told her how I would never put up with 
that from a woman. To which she quipped, "Well, what the hell would you do about it?" Without 
skipping a beat I said I'd dump her skank ass. 


My point here is the sex drive in this person was so 
strong that she really wasn't in control of it and her neuroses and being a miserable a-hole in general 
prevented her from channelling that into something positive (it actually got more and more negative 
as She got older). A lot of guys I know have run into this problem. She's a fiend in the sack until they 
get to know each other. Suddenly, she is frigid. But all these sexual skeletons keep falling out of her 
closet. 


The high desire for sex is something I've observed over and over again with women. There are two 
things going on here. The first is that women are going out of their way to paint the picture that men 
want sex while women need to be convinced grudgingly give in to sex (plus baby, if not with me, you 
ain't gettin' anywhere else, because most women don't want it either). These are lies, specifically 
designed to inappropriately get the upper hand in relationships. The other thing going on is women 
are sick. They want sex lots more than men but are sexually dysfunctional. They have bizarre things 
like intense anxiety if they feel sexual attraction for the wrong (wrong being some weird random 
thing) man. They get angry if the "wrong" man approaches them because they feel guilty about that 
attraction and even more guilty about randomly fucking one of them on a regular basis (a situation 
they have little to no control over). Some are so anxiety ridden that they rarely have a man in their 
life and when they do, the conflicts and weirdness quickly drive him away. 


This is why you have fundamentalist Christian babes who think sex out of marriage is amoral, but 
who regularly have some random guy strap them to an A-frame and whip the fuck out of them. A lot 
of similar stuff is going on in our society. 
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ounPEDS 


"He said he didn't think we were a good 'fit'." 
But none of this really matters. What matters is that no matter what women want you to think, there 
are a great many women around you who are all hot and horny for you. They hide it. It requires the 
ability to recognize and elicit subtle signals to tell who they are. It requires timing and the ability to 
known when and exactly how to strike when the iron is hot. There is never a reason to think that a 
woman is doing you a favour by having sex with you (requiring you return the favour in a manner 
other than sexual) or to think you can't walk away from a bad situation and within a reasonable period 
of time, get another one. If a woman is having sex with you, she is doing it because she likes sex, 
specifically with you. Don't be fooled and don't tolerate her neuroses. If she starts to lose interest, 
dump her. That lack of interest has nothing to do with lack of interest in sex. It has to do with bad 
behavior and lack of respect for you. It magically disappears 10 seconds after you are gone. This is 
VERY important to understand about women. Frigidity has NOTHING to do with lack of sexual 
interest. It has to do with lack of respect (you will see plenty of this in all other aspects of your 


relationship). Don't put up with that crap. 


Plenty of fish in the sea. 


Previous / Index / Next 


"Women's Desire is an Underestimated and Constrained Force" 


Rats! (Or, He Chases Her Until She Catches Him) 
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Women More Promiscuous at Sex than Men 
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Choose Confidence 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


QUOTE: "People say they are attracted to confidence, but 
how often do you meet a confident person who doesn't tend to act like a jerk? It's all too common for 
mere confidence to cross the threshold into arrogance. But that's what people want." 


This is where you fall into the trap that the average powerless person does. You assume that people 
who act like jerks are powerful. They are just as powerless as you, they just express it in a different 
way. Both tigers and mice are powerless. People play victim and victimizer for the same reason. 
Confident (confidence is based on power) people do neither. Quite literally, for no other reason than 
they don't have to. Going from a not confident to a confident person involves only one thing... 
cultivating power. Do all of those things likely to bring you power. Work out until you are strong. 
Mind your business until you are rich. Eliminate useless behaviours. Build your kingdom of people 
and resources until it is unassailable. Be competent in everything you do. Those are the things that 
bring confidence. Nothing else does. 


QUOTE: "Whether we like to admit it or not, we are all the products of our own little environments. 
We have been moulded and shaped by those people who have been a part of our lives. Our mothers 
created our physical bodies, but our peers created who we really are. It was our peers who taught us 
how to behave, because it is our peers that we want so much to be with. We want their acceptance, 
we want to belong, and the only way we can belong is if we become like them." 


People are most definitely not the product of their environment. We are the products of the choices 


we make, every single moment of every day. Change happens the very moment you decide I'm going 


to be different, today, right now, for this specific thing. Do enough of those little specific changes and 
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the change generalizes. Almost nothing else except a person’s free will and choice has the power to 
determine a person’s behavior. Once you understand and know how to use this, everything else falls 
into place. 


Part of the process is when a person understands that there is a tendency to seek approval and 
acceptance from others. However, that tendency isn't normal. It's neurotic. Once you know this, you 
can make huge gains in your life by examining it for behaviours that are approval seeking... and 
stopping them. People (especially women) manipulate you through your approval seeking 
behaviours. If you eliminate them, they have nothing to grab hold of. Also, eliminating these will 
make you feel much, much better about yourself. Approval seeking, even if you get the approval, 
makes you feel bad. But, like smoking, even though it is bad for you, it's addictive. You need to be 
ever vigilant for backsliding with this. But the effort is well worth it. 


Truth Hurts 


There are problems with women. These 
problems are specific, identifiable, and universal in western culture. The problems have extremely 
serious consequences for men who do not take the correct steps to prevent those consequences. 


The first step is to let go of denial, prejudice and narcissism as methods of coping and replace them 
with an attitude of learning, testing, and then skill development. Until you do that, there is no hope of 
improving the situation. Instead, you will be powerless in the face of the extreme problems with 
women and will suffer all manner of fucked upness, from crushing lonliness and depression, to 
rejection, financial ruin, loss of family, or even loss of freedom or loss of life. It’s not a few men who 
have this happen to them....or even a lot of men. Its most men....pretty close to all men. 


The truth is harsh. So harsh that most men can’t deal with it, so they pretend the problem doesn’t 
exist. They make up excuses and moralisms and offer ignorant, trite, completely ineffective solutions 
that ignore the reality of the situation. Worse, they openly ridicule any methods that take into account 
those realities (so what, if they work). Why? Because in any way exploring those solutions, threatens 
the denial of the problem. They absolutely refuse to see things the way they really are or to test the 
effectiveness of both their attitudes, philosophies and beliefs, and, more importantly, their specific 
behavior. 


This situation is common as dirt and is the first hurdle any man needs to conquer, in order to make 
anything of himself in life (in any sphere). But once you do, then the important task of sorting out 
what works, from what doesn’t can begin. 
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Want to learn most everything about this problem and, specifically, what to do about it? Read the 
book, “The Ultimate Secrets of Total Self-Confidence” by Dr. Robert Anthony, and do what he tells 
you to do. Your effectiveness as a man will sky-rocket. 


Previous / Index / Next 


Related: 
Pook #7 — Lesson Four: Patience is the Refined Sense of Confidence 


Philalethes #25 — You Can Have As Much Power As You Are Willing To Be Responsible For, But 
No More 
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That First Date at Your Place 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


People [sometimes get] a little confused 
about what I mean by getting a woman over to your place, as if getting her there means you will be 
having sex. Although that happens a significant portion of the time (i.e. the woman has decided she 
will sleep with you already if she is coming over to your place), bringing the woman over to your 
place is only the very opening gambit of the relationship. My point is, until that first date at your 
place, you aren’t even in the game. And a woman who doesn’t want to come over doesn’t even want 
to explore the possibility of anything with you.....instead, she is doing something else (that else, 
usually being something not so nice). 


The date at your place is to establish intimacy, not to have sex. But, you don’t in any way have a 


relationship until you have sex. Some girls will come over to your place, more than once before the 
first time. That’s just fine. What isn’t just fine is if there is something seriously wacko with them, 
causing them to go after you and then hold you in contempt once they think they have you (a large 
number of women who are “damaged goods” do this...... history of rape, child abuse, drug use, etc.). 
They love you until you try to get close to them and then they hate you and then love you again when 
you are gone. Get rid of those girls. Typically, you will know who they are because you set 
everything up, bring her over, she shows strong signs of interest the whole time, you spend time 
laughing and having fun, sitting close together on the couch and then you smile, reach over to touch 
her hair, and she says, “What the fuck do you think you are doing”. That woman is playing a game 
called “rape-o”. Leading men on and then making fun of them when they admit feelings of attraction. 
They are freaks. The other thing that isn’t OK is when they are trying to get you to initiate something 
(They NEVER initiate anything) and you miss the signals, let time pass and then it’s time for them to 
go home. She’ll be pissed and yov’ll never see her again. 
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a, 
Click for "The Sexes Approaching Eachother (Eye Contact, Escalating)" 

The prime thing she is looking for is for you to touch her in some socially appropriate 
fashion.....usually while looking her deeply in the eyes, laughing at something or emphasisizing a 
point. She’ll touch you back and it will escalate from there. Good places to touch are on the arm, the 
back of the hand, the hair, etc. in a non-sexual way. A woman who needs time to feel comfortable 
with you might start this touching with you but not escalate things until the 2nd, third or more time 
she comes over. But, if she is over there, she wants to start the process of becoming intimate (and a 
large number of women want to go through that whole process the first time). If she doesn’t, 
something is wrong with her (rare, but 1t does happen). If she ever freaks on you when you didn’t 
really try anything aggressive or sexual (never do that), then something is REALLY wrong with her 
and your goal should switch to getting her away from you as quickly as possible. 


The whole point is that things aren’t even close to being the way people are taught in our culture that 
they are. We are taught that you meet a girl, you talk, get to know her, and then you take her out 
places to both impress her and give each other a chance to learn more about each other. With time 
and repeated shared experience, you start to become closer, first friends, and then lovers, and then 
more. That is absolutely not the way it happens, at all. Instead, what happens is a woman sees you 
and immediately classifies you into either fuckable or non-fuckable. If you are non-fuckable, she 


probably doesn’t want to know you at all unless she is forced to for some reason (you belong to the 
same social group etc.) But, just because you are fuckable doesn’t mean you have any chance with 
her, no, no, no. About 90% of the time, because of fucked-upness on her part, she is anywhere from 
completely indifferent to hostile toward you (think about how screwed up that is.....would you ever 
be indifferent/hostile toward a woman who you found attractive in personality and body). About 10% 
of the time, she is friendly. With time and effort, you could probably convince her to start the process 
of becoming intimate, and if successful, you can have a relationship of some sort. About 1% of the 
time, she needs no convincing, or effort, and is, instead, highly motivated to become intimate with 
you. This means she will respond favourably every time you initiate each step, not that she will 
initiate anything herself, BTW. Fuckable vs non-fuckable is a matter of your attractiveness, position 
and personal power relative to hers. What percentage she is in willingness to be with you, providing 
you are fuckable, mostly at random. 
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Click Pic for "No Woman is 'Out of Your League" 


This has some implications for what men should be doing. First, you should try to be fuckable. Don’t 
be obese. Shower. Have a job. Wear reasonable clothes. The higher up the social scale you want, the 
higher up the social scale you need to make yourself...... wear better clothes, work out at the gym, 


make money, learn how to wield power, influence and charisma among your peers. Most normal men 
are perfectly fuckable for most normal women (despite their lies). 


Next, you need to absolutely refuse to give the time of day to any woman who finds you unfuckable. 
Seriously, they think you are scum and anyone who thinks you are scum, doesn’t deserve a single 
thing from you. If you are non-fuckable from some normal woman’s perception, unless you are like, 
retarded, with bad BO and a wooden leg, something is wrong with her and not you. 


The next thing you do and what is probably the absolute minimum effort is to identify which women 
are in the ten percent category. Only spend time on these girls. Be nice to them. Spend time getting to 
know them. Only consider inviting women from this pool over to your place. It is really an invitation 
to develop a relationship with you and it is OK to say no (again, this is mostly random, having 
nothing to do with you and everything to do with her). Convincing her to come over is not your goal. 
Discovering if she is ready to accept your invitation is your goal. 


But, my personal opinion is that it is much more fruitful to try and find the 1% of women who are 
eager to be with you than to try and woo the other 9%. In other words, the the ability to select is the 
technique that gives you the biggest bang for your buck, so to speak. 


How you relate to a woman or try to impress her or try to convince her or try to develop your 
relationship with her, are all completely irrelevant when it comes to the reality of being with women. 
Instead, they make snap judgements, at random, as to if they want you or not, and how much. If a 
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woman doesn’t want you, so what? Because she is nuts, it has nothing to do with you (but, also, don’t 
ignore the fact that if she DOES want you it also has nothing to do with you....part of the reason your 
relationship and you are disposable). Plan accordingly. And don’t be afraid to do things sooner rather 
than later. From her point of view (despite what she tells you and herself to deny that she is an easy 
whorish woman....which she most definitely is) the relationship happens all at once, not developed 
over time. Our culture lies to us about this because it lies to us about the truth of women. They are 
sick and in deep denial about being sick. It’s important for men to understand specifically about the 
many facets of that sickness and compensate for it....or it will cause problems for us, not the least of 
which is failure with women. 


Also, because women are sick they have a particularly obnoxious mode to look out for........ being 
extremely attracted to evil men who are the scum of the earth. We’ve all seen this. The 
hotter/younger/more desirable the woman, the more likely she will be in this mode at any one time. 
While in it, she will only consider bring with the absolute worst men....drug dealers, criminal scum, 
frat boys, and other people who feel free to exist because society is too deluded to give them the 
regular, vicious beatings they so richly deserve. When a woman is like this, she has no interest in you 
and is engaging in completely self-destructive behavior. 


here are three reasons I mention this. The first is, of 
course, women hang out at certain specific places/situations when they are like this (ie all the women 
there will be like this). This is an excellent reason to avoid clubs and other places gang members hang 
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out, like the plague. None of the women there have any interest in you. The second is that some 
women are more prone to this mode than others and this is one of the major ways your relationship 
will end. You will find out she has lost interest in you for Bubba, the 1001b overweight cocaine dealer 
that just got out of jail. Your response should be to immediately and permanently get rid of her at that 
point. It has nothing to do with you, everything to do with her and part of that sickness is trying to 
cause harm to you in one way or another. You can do nothing for her but, for yourself you can get rid 
of her. The last reason I bring it up is some of us (myself included) have daughters, sisters, nieces, 
sometimes mothers etc. who WILL enter this mode from time to time. Do everyone a BIG favour and 
keep your family member locked up during that time and put a bullet in the head of any scum that 
comes sniffing around. As the men in the family, this is your responsibility, and if you shirk it, you 
will deeply, deeply regret it. However, society is sick about this issue and will punish you harshly if 
you get caught.....so, don’t get caught. 


Man, this thing is like a book, but only because there is so much to know and one thing leads to and 
feeds off another. As they say though, knowledge is power. Wouldn’t it be much simpler if women 
took responsibility for being normal, healthy, mature individuals and developing sane, enduring, 
loving relationships? 


She Expects It To Be This Way Or She Won't Respond To You! 


Click for "The Amazon Women 'The Science of Why Males Exist" 

The issue isn’t if you want to be a player. I’m no player and I think men who are players are pussies. 
The issue is what will the woman demand of you. Make no mistake, she expects you to do it this way 
or she won’t respond to you. Her attitude is you must be ready to go when she wants and not before, 
and you are to fuck off the other 99% of the time (she will actually say this to you...... fuck off). 
That’s her attitude. I didn’t make things that way. I don’t particularly want things to be that way. I 
have zero control over her being that way. She Chooses It. Not Me. I have two choices, accommodate 
her or do without. I choose to accommodate her. Note, that she absolutely won’t say things to this 
effect. She won’t TELL me these things. She’ Il expect me just to know them. Disrespect is what she 
will give me if I don’t know or if I say no to this way of doing things. 
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So, what does the woman want me to do? Two things: The first is to read her mind and know when 
she is ready (and to fuck off if she isn’t). Wonderful. What a fucked up thing to want. This means I 
need to have ways to know 


"I'd like some toasted ice, please" 

what’s on her mind but I can’t actually ask her. The second thing she wants is she wants me to fish 
for her, not to hunt for her. What I mean by this, is she wants me to set the stage for her and act 
enticing, but never to go after her and never be aggressive. So, I must initiate everything but I can’t in 
any way be pushy. Great. This is also fucked up in now I must set up things so that stuff can happen 
but it has to seem like an accident and I have to initiate things but constantly monitor her to make 
sure she is actually the one who chooses when we move from one step to another, even though I am 
the one actually doing the behavior and God, help me if I get it wrong or miss a cue. 
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Click Pic for "You Mean Nothing to a Woman Until You've Had Sex" 

It really is only productive to have dates at your home because only here can you properly set the 
stage to make things happen. Initial dates are usually outside the home and only have the goal of 
making her comfortable enough with you so you can have the real date, which is at your home (ie, 
until that date at your home, any relationship you have with the woman is meaningless to her....it 
means zero, zip, nada, not a damn thing to her). Actually, until you fuck her for the first time, you 
don’t have a relationship. You mean nothing to her until then and are barely a step up from some 
stranger she has met on the street.....even if you’ve known her for 20 years (I have learned this the 


HARD way....over and over and over again). 


Once you have the date alone, at your house, that’s when the building of your relationship can begin, 
and not before. If she is there, at all, she is there for that reason, and, often, having sex for the first 
time is on her mind, as the starting point. Will she say that or own up to that if asked? Nope. Will she 
act that way? You bet your ass she will. 
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What a woman wants. What she will demand of you and punish you harshly if you refuse to provide 
it, is a chance to be alone with you, in an intimate, romantic setting, where you can spend time 
together, preferably doing something together and pretend that things just sort of happened. 


SHE ASKS WHO 
ELSEIS COMING 


Click Pic for "Women as 'Friends 
Should you be pushing for this to happen? Absolutely not. Should you set the stage and invite her to 


mt 


spend that time with you? You must....or she will get rid of you. When should you do this? After you 
have established that you are 1) safe, and 2) interesting. What does it mean if you’ve done all that and 
she says no? It means you have no chance with her, never did, and never will. Be VERY suspicious 
of any woman who wants you to take her out places and do things for her but isn’t getting intimate 
sooner rather than later. The whole point of dating is to quickly get to that first date back at your 
place. If she isn’t doing that, she isn’t with you for the reason you think she is. 

DON'T ALWAYS GET 

FRIEND ZONED 


Now, if you have a female “friend”, what this usually means is she is romantically interested in you 
but doesn’t think enough of you to make you a lover, so she keeps you in reserve for years, until she 
hits a dry spell. This is both a blessing and a curse. It’s a blessing because, often, if you set the stage 
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correctly, she will make the transition from “friend” to lover with very little effort. But, it’s also a 
curse in that she has very little respect for you. As long as you focus on setting the stage for her and 
make it seem like it was her idea, she’ Il probably have sex with you. But, expect all sorts of wild, 
wacky behavior afterward, followed by being dumped after maybe 2 or 3 months of wild sex. After 
this happens a few times, you will realize that these women are not your friends and never were. 


If You Don't Have Sex on the First Date, Your Chances of Having Sex with Her 
At All are Slim 


If you don’t have sex with a woman on the first date, your chances of having sex with her at all are 
slim. The other side of that coin is, if you have sex with a woman you almost always can have sex 
with her multiple times in the future. Your goal on a “date” is not to impress a woman with endless 
blather but to make an excuse for her to come back to your place where you can seduce her. MOST 
of the time, if you aren’t totally wasting your time with a girl, she will come back to your place under 
the slimmest of excuses. She is going back there for sex. If she balks, makes a weird excuse etc., you 
might as well get rid of her (your not getting any, probably ever). The excuse needs to be reputable 
(so she can pretend she didn’t actually go back to your place for sex..... women are ummmm, nuts). 
"Hey, come back to my place so we can watch this chick flick on my DVD," is good. "Come and see 
the A-frame I built next to my bed," is not. 


This is one of the many lies women tell. They SAY, they want to get to know a man and generate a 
certain amount of closeness, before engaging in a physical relationship. But what they DO is is 
decide within seconds of seeing you if they will have sex with you. The invitation lasts from seconds 


to several hours, and often has absolutely nothing to do with you (ie, she feels like a slut at that 


moment in time, and you are acceptable). That’s not normal. It’s not a good thing. But, it’s the way 
things are. 


Previous / Index / Next 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 223 of 744 


You Mean Nothing to a Woman Until You Have Sex 
March 9, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


My views on "chicks" are based on observation and experience and they are very reliable. A man can 
expect a woman to act as if nothing is going on, to fade on him, flake on him, play rapo and other 
games, string him along, forget his name, and a million other things that say he just doesn't matter. 
All that goes away (except for psycho chicks) after the first time you have sex. Until that happens, a 
man should take every single thing about a woman with a grain of salt. Also, there is a huge ass gap 
between what a woman says and what a woman does. Waiting around trying to get "close" to a girl, 
developing friendships and dating etc., are all highly counterproductive for a man because of this. A 
woman decides within seconds if she wants a man or not, and then immediately tests him to see if he 
is important enough and in demand enough to not have to chase her. Almost anything he does to 
pursue her, please her, or try to get close to her makes his value drop. It sucks that women are so 
fucked up. But it is what is. 


A lot of men don't know this. They assume because they have put significant time and effort into 
wooing a girl and she is responding, that he is important to her. Nothing could be further from the 
truth. You will rarely find a woman who will admit this. But their behavior shows this very clearly. It 
is the rule, not the exception. Until you put your penis in a woman, you mean nothing to her, no 
matter what. Even after that, many will still flake on you soon after. 
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No matter how hot and heavy and interested in you she seems, no matter how much she grinds 
against you on the dance floor or whispers dirty promises in your ear, no matter how much she said 
she wants you to call her, no matter what love letters she writes you professing her undying love, 
until you put your penis in her, from her point of view, it is as if none of that ever happened and you 
are a stranger being met for the first time. That first sexual contact is the very beginning of your 
relating to her. Before then, you don't exist. 


Men assume they are building up a relationship and getting to know her with the eventual goal of 
making her close enough to you and trusting enough of you to have sex. This is completely 
erroneous. Women lie about this all the time which is the source of the misunderstanding. What 
women actually do is keep a bunch of potentials in the wings and have sex with one of them (or some 
complete stranger) quite at random when they want to initiate courtship with them. The less you are 
willing to wait around for her to decide to fuck you, the higher your status. Also, since it is mostly 
random, it is a much better strategy for men to look for the woman who wants him right now, rather 


than to invest time and energy on a woman. However, women are completely neurotic, so you have 
to disguise it as something innocuos (hey, want to come over to my place and watch this new DVD I 
got....hehehe). You both know the real reason she is coming over to your place but you both must 
pretend it just sort of happened. It is very important that, if a woman ever says no to you, during the 
course of you seducing her, that you wander off, preferably with someone else. Hey, want to come 
over to my place and see the new DVD I got? No? Well, look, I"m busy right now and I gotta go, but 
I'll call you later in the week. Don't call her. And if she doesn't call you, forget all about her. 
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oma & ae e == Some women are psychotic and prone to 
random siutiy stuff like going to a club, doing a bunch of ecstasy and then blowing some random guy 
in the bathroom. Look, but don't touch. There is nothing you can do about women being neurotic 
except work around it and prevent it from impacting your life. But psychotic women are a whole 
different story. They are rare (thankfully) but extremely toxic. Keep them out of your life at all costs. 


Timing is Important 


Timing is so important. So is understanding the nature of “friends” as a non-sexual 
boyfriend/girlfriend relationship that can’t be sexualized (usually). It’s dangerous to spend time with 
a woman or to spend time talking with a woman without expressing a sexual interest in her. Every 
second you do that makes it more and more likely that the relationship will slip into the friends’ zone. 
It’s one of the key ways in which women are sick because in order to have a satisfying, loving 
relationship with someone, you need to spend time bonding with them. They go out of their way to 
prevent this important aspect of human existence. Instead, they size you up for manipulation. During 
this key time they constantly test to see if you will be the one to decide what happens or if you will be 
led around by the nose to do things that aren’t appropriate. One important thing they are looking for 
is if you will waste time on someone who isn’t your lover. If they find out the answer to that is yes, 
it’s all over. The best way to handle that is to be terse with any woman that you aren’t sleeping with. 
Don’t give the time of day to a woman unless she is showing strong signs of sexual interest. If she is, 
immediately try to sexualize the relationship. The problem is you can never ask for sex. Asking a 
woman for anything means she has something you want and she will use that to try and get you to do 
inappropriate things. Instead, you need to be seductive and suggestive (obviously, this only works on 
a woman who is interested anyway). You aren’t asking a woman for what you want. You are giving 
her what she wants. Key skills to develop are the ability to say no to everything a woman asks for, no 
matter how small. Later, give it to her, but on your own terms. Example: Can we go out to dinner 
tonight? No, I prefer to eat in. A couple of days later, surprise her with a night out at a restaurant. 
Delayed gratification. Perhaps the most important area to do this with is sex. Kiss me! Don’t be in 
such a rush. 
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Most Women Don't Want a Man Who Isn't Choosy 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


ost women absolutely will not consider 
a man who isn’t choosy about women. You’re being choosy comes out quite clearly and early in any 
encounter with her (indeed, she tests for it). Fail the test and she’s gone. Pass the test and advance to 
the next level. If you aren’t choosy, huge quantities of women discount you within ten seconds of 
meeting them. The pool increases because, even though you get rid of five, ten more see you doing 
this and become interested. My point here is women don’t choose you for any particular quality you 
have. So gaining those qualities is relatively ineffective at getting them (the opposite however isn’t 
true....women will discount you if you have certain negative qualities....especially being fat or not 
having basic fashion sense). Women primarily choose you on how far above them you are on the 
pecking order. They look primarily to how you treat them (nice or nasty, your message must be that 
they are below you) and how and who you interact with. If you kick a woman to the curb for bad 
behavior, you automatically become more attractive to all the others. The higher status the woman, 
the more attractive. 


Have I mentioned that women are sick? Their behavior makes much more sense and you become 


much more effective with them once you accept this simple, horrible, fascinating fact of life. To 
understand women and what works with them, you must plumb the depths of their sickness. There 
really isn’t much more to them. 


Do Women Choose Men or Do Men Choose Women? 


QUOTE: "women still have yea or nay choice even with the supposed initiation power men possess." 
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This is not nearly as cut and dried as you might think. Yes, when it comes down to one man pursuing 
one woman, it’s the woman who decides. However, at least in our culture, only men do the pursuing. 
The woman is FORCED (mostly by her own foolish neurosis) to only be able to choose from among 
those who chase her. It’s a pretty limited pool most of the time. However, I can choose to chase as 
many women as | want.....a pool limited only by time constraints. My personal choice for handling 
this issue is to pursue a great many women, but only a tiny bit. Most could not care less about me. 
They get barely a second look. A much smaller amount are interested in me (the prime attribute I use 
for deciding to put any energy of any type toward a woman). A small subset of them are highly 
motivated to get me. They get the lions share of my attention. Constantly searching out more and 
more women means this pool is always relatively large and I AM THE ONE WHO GETS TO 
CHOOSE AMONG THEM. Who has the choice now? Out of 100 chicks, I might approach 10, 
follow up with 3 and choose to sleep with one of them. 90% of those girls get nothing more than the 
once over from me. Ten get a polite conversation. Three will want to be with me. But I will only 
choose one based on how motivated she is to please me and certain other factors that are just my 
personal taste. A woman has to take what she can get. I do not.....provided I am willing to go out and 
get it. How much control does a woman really have over initiation behavior when I’m the one who 
chooses if I want to initiate with her? 


Normal Looking Girls Get Hit On More Than Hot Women 


QUOTE: "Haven’t you ever seen like 200 men go after the same blonde bimbo?" 


—* 


=1ry0u STRIKEOUT, YOU'RE MOPS 
E HAVING ANY/LESS SEX WITH HER 


Want to know a few secrets? 5? The first first is that normal looking girls get hit on WAY more than hot 
looking women. Why? Because men care about sex, not about challenge. We’re really not interested 
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in competing with other men over a woman. No, what we want is sex. And to most men, the normal 
looking girl seems more in the realm of getting some with little effort. And, quite frankly, women are 
something of a commodity with men. Without the depth of a relationship, one woman is pretty much 
as good as another. This is the very harsh price women pay for making relationships built on bullshit 
fantasy, exploitation and appearances rather than on depth, loyalty and commitment. Quite literally, 
there is no reason for a man to commit or put more than a minor amount of energy into any one 
woman. The second is that hot looking women are deeply, DEEPLY insecure. They KNOW that 
although the packaging looks nice (something they are not at all sure of), what’s inside is of dubious 
value. When bored or anxious, they will do almost anything to alleviate the problem. Lastly, there are 
major constraints over men’s behavior in society. Even though the instinct is for tons of men to go 
after every woman at every opportunity, we rarely do. What I mean by that is you only see that 
behavior in certain specific situations.....for example, online dating, or at the club. The rest of the 
time, men are all around but none are on the hunt. Much of the time, a man who approaches women 
in normal, everyday situations, has the tremendous advantage that the woman he is chasing has gone 
an extended period of time with nobody showing interest, even (maybe especially) if she is some hot 
blonde. This is the harsh price women pay for not doing their part of the mating dance. However, a 


lot of women specifically seek out situations where men hunt them en masse, so this can skew their 


perception. They never notice that any man of worth stays away from those situations. 


So the answer to your question is no. That only happens at the sex club or when trolling AOL. The 
truth is that women are much more highly motivated to get men than men are to get women. They 


just suck at it, on almost all levels. To put it another way, how many girls are satisfied with their love 


lives? Damn few. 
Shit Tests versus Psychotic Raving Lunatic Tests 


All women test, that’s a fact of life. They want to know the steel content of your balls. To pass the 
test, your response needs to be some version of, I’m going to do whatever I choose to do, whether 
you like it or not, and for no better reason than I want to.....and if you don’t like it, you can just leave 
because, quite frankly, there are other women waiting for me to get rid of you so they can have a turn. 


But....... there are relatively normal, reasonable tests.....and psychotic, raving lunatic tests. If you 
ever get a psychotic, raving lunatic test, don’t address it.....just dump her with no further explanation. 
Simply walk away from her and never speak to her again. Also, if you pass normal tests, all testing 
should cease for awhile. If, instead, she escalates the testing, the more she escalates, the more you 
should consider dumping her. 


Examples of lunatic tests: 
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Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing" 


She accuses you of cheating 

She steals from you 

You go to the bathroom at a bar, restaurant etc. and you come back to find her flirting with another 
guy, she hits on another guy while you are around or tries to provoke a situation between you and 
another guy 

She makes a scene out in public 

Calls the cops on you for any reason whatsoever 


Well, you get the picture. 


Previous / Index / Next 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 231 of 744 


Be a Lover, Not a Provider (Dates, Gifts) 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


I’m sorry to have to tell you this but things aren’t the 
way they should be. ALL women are flakes. And ALL women have sex with men right away (even 
the extremely religious and prudish ones). A woman SHOULD spend time getting to know you and 
evaluating your decency as a person...... but they don’t. NONE of them do. Instead, they decide 
within a few seconds if they will sleep with you or not. If they decide no, you have zero chance with 


them but they will pretend like you do if you are aggressive enough or if you start giving them things. 
This always turns out badly. Even if they decide yes, they will make you wait if you start giving them 
stuff or if you act too interested (they want to see if you will give them stuff). If you hook up with 
them but don’t seem that interested, then they will go after you. Most don’t want to look like a slut 
and so will only do sexual things if you give them some form of rationalization. For example: We are 
going back to my place to watch a movie, not to have sex. The really insane ones act sexual and don’t 
care if they are sluts out in the open. Usually they are substance abusers/high risk sexual partners. So 


look out! 


p | our best bet as a man is to immediately try to 
sexualize any E Ifa woman doesn’t cooperate, immediately dump her. The reason is 
simple. She either has decided no, and you will NEVER have a chance with her, so what is the point? 
Or, she has decided to exploit you first. And that sets a bad precedent. If a woman sees you as a 
provider, she will make you wait. If she sees you as a lover, she won’t. Normally, this should not be a 
problem. But women don’t respect providers. They abuse them and then dispose of them. 


Be a lover, not a provider. 
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Boe STARTS TO REGRET NOT |°- 
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„S0 you see, women think with both sides of their brain, 
whereas men think with their penises.” 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 
Dates 


Dates, where you expend time, money, effort, whatever, are only for someone you’ve been with 
awhile and are already fucking (as in plural). You call both these situations “dates” but they aren’t 
even close to being the same thing. The first case, you are setting up a situation for one or more of 
three things. You are being evaluated. Right away, this sends the exact wrong message, that you need 
to be good enough, somehow to be with a particular woman (to say that is a lie, is a dramatic 
understatement on many different levels). Second, it opens the door wide for exploitation. Who seeks 
out situations where they get to exploit people? Women like this. In other words, if she is seeking to 
get set up on dates, she is probably looking for someone to exploit and that means she has a whole 
bunch of other negative traits (like the ones yous saw, hehe). The last thing she is looking for is the 
hook up. Totally neurotic, restrictive, arrogant and contemptuous, 95% of the time, she “binges” the 
other 5% of the time. She looks to have sex with anybody (don’t be surprised if you find out she went 
out after your date, picked up some drunk at a bar and had sex in his car, without even finding out his 
name) with no intimacy and often under fucked up circumstances. That’s how she ended up with her 
charming tattoo and probably other fun stuff (like herpes). If you went out with her a dozen times, 
she would care about you no more than navel lint. 


The second type of “date” is totally different. Doing it only 
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with someone you are intimate with, it has the goal of doing something fun, to become even more 
intimate. Afterward, you are probably going home to have sex and be together. 


Just say no to the first type of “date”. Someone want to hook you up on a blind date? Say no. Tell 
them to have that person come along a few times when you are hanging out with that mutual friend, 
preferably for a relaxing evening at home. 


Who Pays? 


Who pays? The real issue here is not who pays. It's the lack of love, dignity and respect for you on 
the part of American women. That's what causes the resentment. The issue of who pays is determined 
by custom and the status of the woman you are with and your relationship with them. A high status 
woman whom you have a causal relationship with pays her own way in our culture. The bigger the 
difference in status and wealth between you, the more likely it is that you should pay. The more 
formal the relationship, the more likely you should pay. 


The reason you should pay is rooted in old traditions and has to do with who you are in relation to 
your woman. If you are equals, she pays. If you are a patron and she is a peasant, you pay. Most 
people in the US are of the same socioeconomic class (even if there is a large difference in salaries). 
For man to pay, he is acting macho... like he is the patron and she is the peasant. This is a normal 
thing for men to act dominant with women. It's part of the complicated mating dance that humans 
do... you assert your role as protector, provider, and Lord of the Manor. And that role has rights and 
responsibilities. Paying is one of them. 


But there is a huge ass problem. The problem is women in this country aren't interested in a 
legitimate relationship with you and have no real feeling toward you. What they do is use the custom 
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as a way to exploit men for money and goods. They go a lot farther with it as a means to actually 
exchange sex and intimacy for money... that's prostitution... and the women who engage in it, in all 
cultures, are rightly at the very bottom of social classes... because it's deviant. 


"The next time we go out, it'll be your turn to pay." 

So, who should pay? My answer is you should dodge the question entirely. Never go anyplace that 
costs money. Go places like walks and picnics and parks. Jokingly tell her that you expect for her to 
pay. Dump any woman that constantly sniffs around for gifts or expects you to take her to expensive 
places. 


There is also a third issue here. Women look at a man one of two ways... as a lover or as a provider. 
They make men who are providers wait for sex. You don't want to be seen as a provider. Instead, you 
should focus on women that have decided to have sex with you right away and focus on having fun 
and being intimate with you. Later on, if you want to be serious with them, you can shift your role to 
one of provider. But if you allow them to look on you as a provider you can't change into a lover later 
on. This is extremely important to understand, because you only get the one chance in the beginning 
to establish what you are to her. However, in other countries where the contempt and exploitation of 
men isn't present, you could probably safely be the provider with the right woman. But my instinct 
says you should still present yourself as a lover instead, until you have a mature, steady, sexual 
relationship for quite some time. 


Gifts 
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Gifts... are important if you are in a relationship. The rule here is, except for flowers, no gifts except 
on the big three... your anniversary, her birthday and Christmas. A man has to strike a fine line 
between getting a good gift and "paying for performance". They need to be moderately expensive 
(from $50 to a couple hundred or more depending on how rich you are) but can never be richly 
expensive (ie, no matter how rich you are, $500 is a bad idea). More than that though, they need to be 
symbolic. By that, they must represent care and thought put into them. You lose points for asking 
what she wants and gain points at playing the game: you hint at what you like and I'll take notes. 
When I was in relationships, and even occasionally now, I rely on certain categories of gifts that tend 
to be winners. Top of the list is jewerly. Not osporio jewerly, but eae! JEWeny (NO 


cool jewerly over there... maybe if you are a good girl, I'll get you that for your birthday next month, 
haha). Other winners are accessories (handbags, wallets, scarves) carefully chosen to match her style 
and look good. Clothes and shoes are a double edged sword. Never buy them unless you are 
absolutely positive of her size in that item. Make sure you choose items that match her style from the 
classy end. Lingerie is a big no-no and a waste of money. Another winner is artwork. A nice poster of 
a famous painting she admires in a nice frame is a sure winner (lots of extra points for knowing the 
art she admires). I tried this on a couple of girls and they go apeshit over it. I spend $100 and you 
would think I took them on a shopping spree through Tiffany's. Other winners... going cool places 
(massive extra points if the place has symbolic value to her but she rarely goes there, even more 
points if it is symbolic to the relationship... first date, first kiss, first sex, etc.)... pampering (usually an 
add on), cooking a special dinner, massage, away for the weekend someplace... and lastly, cards that 
are symbolic, somehow matching something about her, or something going on in your lives etc. Even 
better are homemade cards, if you got the skills (or even if you don't). 


Gift giving is a big deal for women and never to be taken lightly if you are enmeshed with one. It's 
such a big deal that other women will grade your woman based on how good a gift you got her (ie 
how much you care about her). She'll lose status over a crappy gift. Women are nuts. 


Giving Stuff to Women Leads to Unreasonable Behaviour 


...the attitude of giving stuff to women is 
what opens the door to ireo behavior and expectations in the first place. It’s a form of brain 
washing. First, it’s expected that you give the woman a gift (or they’ll leave). Next, it has to be a 
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good (defined by them based on the whim de jour) gift. Lastly, the standard for a “good” gift is made 
unreasonable. Not only is the standard of “good” gift set by her but she won’t tell you what it is and 
will judge you negatively if you get it wrong, or even ask her about it. 


This is best handled by saying, well, what makes you think you are entitled to a gift AT ALL? I will 
decide if, and under what circumstances you get a gift and that gift’s nature. And, I could care less if 
you judge me negatively for it (very important). If you choose to leave over that, I WILL LET YOU 
GO (even more important). 


Wrong attitude on men’s part opens the door wide to unreasonable behavior, judgement and 
expectations on women’s part. 


If it was me, and the woman hinted that my gift sucked, I wouldn’t be trying to get better gifts by 
asking her what a good gift is. I’d be considering dumping her. Why? Because, there is no fixable 
problem here. The relationship is taking an inexorable path down the shitter BY HER CHOICE. Not 
mine. She has become presumptuous and greedy, not that I have become a lame gift giver. 


You see, the big lie here is that the problem is what the man is doing or even the problem is 
something the man and the woman are doing together. If that was true, you simply fix the problem 
and live happily ever after. It just doesn’t work that way. No matter what you do, with her or by 
yourself, things will get worse and worse. The real problem is with her. She CHOOSES to be this 
way, so you have no power over her free will, other than to leave. Or better yet, say no to her, and do 
whatever the hell you were going to do anyway, until she chooses to leave. 
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Related: 


Understanding Women and 'The Rules' for Men 
You're Such a Tool! 


Click Pic for Free Book 
by Jack Kammer (2002)Quotes taken from If Men Have All The Power How Come Women Make 
The Rules? pp. 116-122 


"(The woman] doesn't have to do anything more on the date than show up... don't make it easy 
for him... he has to do all the work." -- Ellen Fein & Sherrie Schneider, The Rules 


"It's just chivalrous... it's nice of you to care about his finances, but remember he is deriving 
great pleasure from taking you out." -- Ellen Fein & Sherrie Schneider, The Rules 
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"'The guy should pay [for dates]...' says [ESPN SportsCenter anchor Rich] Eisen... 
"Why is that?... 'Hey, those are the rules,' he says. 'I don't make them. I just follow them." -- 
Talk Magazine, September 2000 


"Any woman who expects the man to pay for everything all the time is behaving like a spoiled 
princess... A woman who has the means to pay for a date but refuses to do so is saying the 
pleasure of the man's company is not worth the price of dinner. Why should any man want to 
waste his time with a woman who has such a low opinion of him?" -- letter to the editor from a 
woman in Silver Spring, MD. New York Times, August 31, 2001 

Like this woman, for instance: 


"'Of course the men have to pay and buy you presents. Men have to spoil you. You have to be 
spoiled,' says [a 26 year old woman] who works in public relations. 'If you don't think you are a 
princess you're not going to be treated as one. You have to make sure you know - and they 
know - you're a princess. This is my feminism. It's the new feminism to say, "I'm expensive. I 
need lots of attention. I need men to bend over backwards for me.""" -- article by Rebecca Eckler 
in the National Post (Canada), August 26, 2000 


"The feminist freeloading doesn't change with marriage. Professional women still want their 
husbands to get the checks at restaurants, pay the mortgage and be home by 6:30pm to help 
with chores and the kids." -- Maureen Dowd, New York Times, August 29, 2001 
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There Really Are Only Two Subjects That Are Safe To Talk 


About With Women 
March 10, 2015 | by. | Link | Original Link 


ITS ALL ABOUT 


There really are only two safe, effective topics to talk to women about in a social situation. The first 
is easy. You talk about her. And by talk I really mean you don’t say anything except leading 
questions. Women will talk for hours about themselves this way. Afterward, they will think you are 
the most brilliant conversationalist in the entire world. However, you can’t comment, editorialize, or 
even share similar experiences with her about anything she says. Her attitude is "who the hell are you 
to comment on my life?" It doesn’t really matter if the comment is good or bad, lol. It’s fucked up, 


but it is what it is. 
> 


S 
Click for "Women, Teasing, Tests, One-itis and Hope" 
The second thing that is effective when talking with women is to bust their balls in a teasing, light- 
hearted, humorous way. This is very difficult to do (ie, it’s a specialized skill that you learn with 
practice) without crossing a line and outright insulting them. But, if you do it right, it has the opposite 
effect of saying something complimentary to her. She assumes her status is lower than yours. Then 
she feels flattered that someone who is higher status than her is bothering to talk to her. The really 
screwed up ones will respond positively to rude, degrading and insulting behavior for this reason 
(must it be said that you want NOTHING to do with any woman like that). 
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High-Power Poses Low-Power Poses 


The last thing to know about talking to women in situations like this is your body language. There are 
several techniques in controlling your own body language that make you look open, non-threatening, 
and at the same time, being on sexual display. Although you cannot control who becomes attracted to 


you, when you do this, the odds are that someone, sometimes several someones, will become 
attracted to you when you do this. Don’t approach any 


woman at all. Instead, only talk to women who approach you. Usually, one will. The one who does so 
first will usually be the one who is most desperate (and usually married, ugly, or otherwise 
inappropriate...... low on the pecking order) And all the others will be carefully examining how you 
act with her. Act appropriately and she will eventually go away and someone higher up on the food 
chain will approach you. 


Men, in these situations, are just hanging out, bonding, gabbing, whatever. But women. Women are 


engaging in something complicated and specific with unwritten, yet rigid, rules of behavior. Break 
the rules and you will be ostracized. And common sense doesn’t apply. 


A Woman's Need to Talk is One of the Key Methods of Manipulating Them 
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A woman’s need to talk is one of the key methods of manipulating them. If you can act like you are 
actually interested in what they are saying, they will think you are a brilliant, interesting individual. 
Ironically, talking yourself lowers your worth. It’s best if they know as little about you as possible, so 
that their own mind fills in the blanks with something they find romantic. Your goal here is to sleep 
with them once. Because, if you sleep with them once, you can sleep with them multiple times, for as 
long as it lasts (usually, not long). 


Hold Out the Lure of Validation But Don't Give It To Them 


One of the big differences between men and women is men want sex with a woman who cares about 
them and women want to have sex (only) with a man who could care less about them. But, both men 


Se \\\ i 
Part m the reason is women are so0000000 insecure about themselves. They desperately need 
validation that they aren’t worthless worms (which of course, they are, unfortunately). They know the 
truth of this, deep down and the very minute you give them that validation, they assume the reason 
must be because you are even more of a worthless worm than they are. It’s sick. Of course, it’s also 
exploitable. Hold out the lure of validation but don’t actually give it to them. 


Women are Narcissistic and Self-Absorbed 
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hat’s going on is women are totally narcissistic and 
self-absorbed. They also see the world in very distorted ways and are all the time mistaking where 
things are coming from. 


For example, women do not ever want to hear anything about you (sad but true). Women always find 
this offensive and think the guy is narcissistic (a projection of what they actually are) even if his 
talking about himself is brief and in context to the situation. On the other hand, if you spend all your 
time asking leading questions about her and then fleshing out the details of her life, only pausing to 
add various compliments to her, she will think you are the most brilliant conversationalist in the 
world, even though you have basically said nothing. You can do this for hours and hours and she’ ll 
never even think to ask anything about you. It’s downright bizarre and disturbing, once you’ve 
experienced it. But not as bizarre and disturbing as the effect it has on how they see you. 


FLATTEN 


č 
R5 


And Speed Up Weight Loss 
(This Easy Trick Does Both!) 


5 MINUTES TO 
PRETTIER SKIN 


Fresh-Faced Beauty Secrets 


Symptoms you should 
never ever ignore p.126 


Make today 
happier 


Asteps to more joy, deeper calm 


However, NEVER get in the habit of being a sounding board for 
women’s problems. This has various, extremely negative, effects on how she sees you. Not only does 
she become a whiney drain on your very life-force, she permanently puts you in the “no sex” 
category. Every time you see her, she’ll start telling you all her problems (even making up problems 
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for purposes of drama). This also is so sick and bizarre that most men don’t really believe it until they 
experience it for themselves. 


Talking about her is a tool. A tool to build rapport with her during your first few conversations. It 
needs to be replaced with something else, soon after that. It’s an example of mapping out the sickness 
that women have and using that information to work around it. However, like all tools, it is only good 
for certain specific situations. It will serve in many other related situations (you can always bang a 
nail with a wrench, but a hammer would be better) and is completely inappropriate for many more. 


Previous / Index / Next 


"It was a fool who said that women are attached to their appearance. Anyone can see it is not 
their appearance they are attached to, but what their appearance brings them... attention, 
compliments, self-respect, friends, employment, sex, men, children... and the list goes on! 


I once heard a woman say "I take a lot of care of my appearance, but I don't like to think of 
myself as shallow"!" -- Kevin Solway 


“Really, women’s desire is not relational, it’s narcissictic.’ — it’s dominated by the yearnings 
of ‘self-love,’ by the wish to be the object of erotic admiration and sexual need. Still, on the 
subject of narcissism, she talked about research indicating that, in comparison with men, 
women’s erotic fantasies center less on giving pleasure and more on getting it. ‘When it comes 
to desire,’ she added, ‘women may be far less relational than men.’” -- Sex and Relationships, 


Bonobo Sex, and ‘Lady Boners’: Is Women’s Desire Really That Confusing? — by Vanessa 
Richmond 


"The second fastest way to lose a woman is to treat her as a sex object. The first fastest is not 
to." -- Fred Reed 


"Women have no sympathy... And my experience of women is almost as large as Europe. And it 
is so intimate too. Women crave for being loved, not for loving. They scream at you for 
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sympathy all day long, they are incapable of giving you any in return for they cannot remember 
your affairs long enough to do so." -- Florence Nightingale 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Sexes Approaching Each Other (Eye Contact, Escalating) 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


For all the myths that women are more intuitive, 
more social, more emotionally intelligent, aware of feelings etc., it is all basically a lie. 


The bottom line is this: Men don't actually make the first move... women do. 


They signal openness. Or rather, they are supposed to. Then an interested man will signal his interest 
to approach, usually by looking her in the eyes and smiling. A normal man won't apporach unless 
invited. If a man approaches without being invited it either means he is a psycho or he is one of the 
few men that have learned that women just don't get it, and he is compensating by testing the waters 
more aggressively. Yes, a lot of men don't know the steps to meeting a woman and, as a result, are 
socially awkward and have trouble meeting women (even when she is highly interested). This lack of 
skill leads to lack of confidence which then becomes a vicious circle. 


Part of the problem is women are just as clueless about doing their part in the meeting ritual. 


But, the biggest part of the problem is most women are completely out of control of their own 
sexuality. What I mean by this is, rather than deciding beforehand what she wants and then figuring 
out how to go about getting it, she tends to instead shut down. 90% of the time, and she is completely 
uninterested in any partner. That's a big problem because (most) men hunt and women choose. If 
90% of the time that choice is no to anyone, and she is unaware of what she is doing, the chances for 
success aren't very good. The other 10% of the time, she gets overwhelmed by her needs (hormonal 
and otherwise) which forces her to be open to men who aren't a good match... leading to the ironic 
perception that there are no good men (ie no men who are a good match for her) Even though she is 
surrounded by them. Add in that most women put themselves on sexual display with the way they 
dress but shut down all signals of interest and the stage is set for some pretty fucked up behaviours. 


In short, neurotic behavior in both men and women, lack of knowledge and lack of skill are at the 
root of the problem. Add in the fact that the relationship is mostly and illusion from the woman's 


point of view (ie she can and will walk with no notice and no reason at all) and you have a highly 
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unstable situation where nobody is getting their needs met. 


To fight against this, people have to study the situation and bring what they are doing into conscious 
awareness, and focus their will on making changes. 


ar or example, I discovered that even 
though most women won't signal interest, a man can provoke her by skipping a step. Simply looking 
any woman you meet directly in the eyes and seeing if she looks back, and then smiling if she does... 
this forces her to say yes or no with her body language. That's an aggressive thing to do (in non- 
neurotic cultures, women signal first, not men) but it is still in the realm of acceptable behavior. Men 
going, "hey, baby, hey baby," while you are trying to get to work, or worse, approaching when you 
make it clear they are not welcome, isn't acceptable. It means the guy is either a dumbass or a psycho. 
Unfortunately, alot of women are open to them during their 10%. 


As a woman, it is extremely easy to get around this. First, choose who you want. Then, do what a 
man would do. Look him right in the eyes and smile. You might have to do it several times if he is a 
dumbass. He'll usually approach you unless he is taken. 


Advice for Women on Inviting Guys to Approach You 


You need to understand that women in this country are completely socially inept and have stopped all 
relationship starting behavior. That leaves the field wide open for you (a woman who knows what she 
is doing) with little to no competition. See a guy you like? Look at him and smile as an invitation to 
approach. Likely, it is quite rare for him to get signals from women, no matter who he is, what he 
looks like or anything else about him. He may be surrounded by women who want him but NONE of 
them will invite him to approach. You can swoop right in and pluck him out of the crowd easy. The 
downside to this is he has gone so long without this happening that he might not recognize your 
invitation. Just be firm and repeat it several times. Eventually, he’ll come on over. Talk lightly and 
steer the conversation to mutual interests and then mention you might want to do one of those 
together. Give him your phone number and bam; you have a date with a guy you are highly attracted 
to. This is easy for women to do and tough as hell for a man to do. Why? Because women get an idea 
in their head about the type of man they want (usually a random one at that) and are not open at all to 
anyone else, plus they try to keep any attraction a big secret until Mr. Right just decides to 
aggressively pursue them as some random encounter (yah, that works well.....not). Usually what 
happens is a woman gets lonely and bored and then grabs whoever just happens to be hitting on her 
aggressively, as a stop-gap measure. Men, on the other hand, are open to any woman of reasonable 
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quality that seems interested in him. 


What really burns my nut about the whole thing is the exception to this situation...... the scumbag. 
Women will chase and do all sorts of freaky things for a scumbag, including competing over his sorry 
ass. That sort of behavior is quite natural to do for alpha males. It is decidedly unnatural and sick to 
do with fucked up losers. 


Eye Contact 


eople don’t make eye contact with strangers. 
Especially women, who know this is an invitation of sexual interest. It’s also not an ambiguous thing. 
She isn’t just looking back....she’s LOCKING gazes with you. Often, she is running her eyes up and 
down your body before returning her gaze to you and doing all sorts of other body language signals. 
If you talk to her, her response isn’t all business but she’ll probably try to engage you in further small 
talk or even flirt with you. Without the gaze, she probably just walks up and goes, hmm, he’s cute, 
and then goes on her merry way. But, with the gaze, especially if you nod, smile or even wink, that 
changes things. It elicits behavior from her. An uninterested woman will actually be quite terse with 
you (lol, 99% of them), break eye contact with you, snap her at you (wench), and rapidly leave. 
Truthfully, though, you won’t know it until you see it. But once you see it, you’ Il always be able to 


see it. (See Also: Finding the Small Pool of Interested Women) 


Escalating With Women 


While it’s good to have a take it or leave it attitude, it’s also important 
to have the attitude of continuously testing the waters and trying to advance things. If you don’t, 
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when she expects you to, she will lose interest/get pissed and wander off. The pattern goes something 
like this. If you look at a woman and she looks back, she is inviting you to be attracted and initiate 
things with her.....so smile. If she is receptive and smiles back, she is inviting you to come talk to 
her. If you talk to her and she seems to enjoy it, she is inviting you to get to know her, so get her 
phone number. If you talk to her on the phone and you “click”, she is receptive to being asked out on 
a date. If you are out on a date and she touches you, she is inviting you to touch her, so do so in an 
appropriate way. Later, try to hold hands with her. If she holds hands with you, she is inviting more 
intimate contact, so touch her hair. If she lets you touch her hair, it’s OK to try and kiss her. If she 
kisses you, then it’s OK to cuddle with her. If she cuddles with you, it’s OK to touch her more 
intimately. If that goes well, touch her sexually....and escalate from there. The point is to not skip 


any steps and always be testing out the next level of intimacy. This works best if you take your time, 
build anticipation and 


get her expecting/desiring the level of intimacy you already have. You 


hat by testing a little bit and then pulling back, pushing ahead a little 
bit more and then pulling back. She is in control about letting you advance but after she makes that 
decision, you are in control about when, and how much. That’s the behavior that separates a friend 
from a lover. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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“Women chat happily, send sexually explicit signals and encourage the man’s attention, even if 
they have absolutely no interest in him. This gives a woman time to assess a man, say [Karl 
Grammer of the Ludwig Boltzmann Institute of Urban Ethology in Vienna, who studied 45 
male-female pairs of strangers in their teens and early twenties]... Importantly, the women also 
seemed to control the encounter — what the women did had a direct effect on what the men did 
next. ‘You can predict male behaviour from female behaviour but not the other way around,’ 
says Grammer” — New Scientist Magazine (London), February 14, 2001 


KKK 


Cary (1976) discovered that the woman, through eye contact, 
controlled the course of interaction with a male stranger, both in the laboratory and in singles' 
bars. Perper (1985) gave a detailed description of courtship, stressing an escalation-response 
process in which women play a key role in escalation or deescalation. The steps in this process 
are approach, turn, first touch, and steady development of body synchronization. 


Although these reports are clearly valuable, most researchers addressed courtship very 
generally, and some failed to recognize the importance of the female role in the courtship 
process .What was needed was a more complete ethogram of women's nonverbal courtship 
signals. To compile such a catalog of flirting behavior exhibited by women involved in initial 
heterosexual interaction, more than 200 adults were observed (Moore, 1985) in field settings 
such as singles' bars, restaurants, and parties. 


Research has shown, therefore, that the cultural myth that the man is always the sexual aggressor, 
pressing himself on a reluctant woman, is incorrect. -- Courtship Signaling and Adolescents: "Girls 
Just Wanna Have Fun"? Monica M. Moore, Ph.D.Department of behavioral and Social Sciences, 
Webster University 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Finding the Small Pool of Interested Women 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


MESO HORNY 


, 


FOR THAT PEEN 


What's going on (and what I think may be one of the differences in how women behave in other 


countries) is women totally suppress their body language and behavioural cues that let a man know 
they are interested in them. A man has to approach them before they will let on that they are attracted. 
Most men are not sophisticated enough to do this only a tiny bit, and not aware enough to consciously 
look for the behavioural cue that says this woman wants me to approach (it's actually unnatural to be 
that attuned, but it is what's needed). 


The result? Most men don't approach women, causing both men and women to go without. They do 
this because every time (it seems) they approach a woman at random, it gets a negative result. 
However, it's actually not every time, it's just most times because they can’t separate the small group 
of women who want them from the large group of women who don’t. A few men are persistent. They 
approach a lot of women, and surge ahead with any one woman until she forces him to stop in some 
way. This is very frightening for women because they are extremely weak in all ways compared to a 
man. Her ability to make him stop is based almost solely on his consent or another man coming to her 
aid. 


Also, there is a big problem in that objective worth doesn't mean anything anymore. A large, 
muscular, svelte, handsome, intelligent man with tons of money naturally assumes most women will 
be attracted to him. He approaches a woman he wants and is shut down. He naturally assumes this is 
a test of the steel content of his balls and turns it up a notch... causing a bad situation. He can't believe 


the small pool of women he actually has to choose from and the randomness of it all. I mean, if 
Pamela Anderson rolled up on you while you were working the register at Burger King and started 
going oooooohhhh, your soooo hot, let's go out somewhere tonight, would you be interested or would 
you assume she was a serial killer and go running for the manager. Too many girls do the latter, in 
this situation. Something is wrong with them. 
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The Advantage the Big City Has Over the Small Town 


inn 


The one advantage a big city has over a small town is “the strip”. It’s different in every city but they 
invariably have a section where there are a lot of bars (the places you go to drink and perhaps listen 
to the band). Why is this important? Because a HUGE percentage of women go to these places to 
meet men. But, also, a huge number of women go to these places to waste time. How to tell them 
apart? Simple, the ones looking for men are alone. At the very most, they have one girlfriend with 
them. The less there is to do in the bar besides drink, the more intensely they are looking for a man. A 
good investment in time is to simply tour these places on Friday and Saturday night. Walk through 
looking for women that catch your eye (literally, catch your eye). Walking through a dozen or so of 
these places is bound to turn up one woman who is a hot prospect (ie someone who is both looking 
for a man and is strongly interested in you). You are literally anonymous until you home in on a high 
probability prospect (NEVER waste your time on anyone else.....it’s a losing game). 


~ You just don’t have that luxury in a small town. 
Everyone will rapidly know you. If you fail to jump on a hot prospect in that situation....1) she won’t 
be a hot prospect later on, 2) new prospects don’t show up and all the other women will have already 
permanently put you in the non-fuckable category, and 3) people will think you are a weak dateless 
loser for not being able to get some from your hot prospect and avoid you. 


This is probably the only saving grace living in the city has and most men don’t understand it at all. 
They’re all going out and spending a lot of money (and wasting a lot of time) going to the dance 
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clubs. While, all the women who want to actually have sex are out at the bars. 


Women go to Clubs to be Seen and Cause Trouble 


Women go to clubs to be seen and cause trouble. The last thing on their minds is meeting men. There 
is no point. However, in many clubs that trouble takes the form of doing drugs so the criminal 
element, of course, moves in. With no chance of getting laid, do you really want to be in that 
environment? The whole scene is pathetic. 


No Cover Charge for the Ladies 


The very fact that women get in free in a particular place, 
makes that place worthless for getting laid. This is the difference between neighborhood bars and a 
nightclub. Women get way, waaaaayyyy too many points in a nightclub. They don’t need to fuck any 
of the guys there because they’ve already gotten what they came there to get (the adoration and 
feeling of being attractive and valuable ). A woman in a nightclub is there to be seen, to dance and 
maybe to be felt up on the dance floor. She’s going home alone at the end of the night, especially if 
they are in packs (90% of the time). Also, the club is where all the competition is and unless you look 
like Fabio, this is not a situation you want. However, a woman in a bar is a different story. She’s 
either there to socialize with people she knows or to be picked up. It’s easy to tell because she will be 
alone. At most, she will have one (and only one) girlfriend with her. 


Never, never, NEVER go to a nightclub and never pay a cover (ie, never go to a place where they 
want to charge men for access to women....because that access is a deception). Instead, go to a 
neighborhood pub with no cover. Either hang out there because you just feel like it or go to a place 
where there are a lot of free bars. Stay only long enough to make sure there are viable prospects. 
Walk around. Try to make eye contact with each woman you are possibly interested in. The ones you 
have a shot with will make extended eye contact (if they smile, you’re in.....mwahaha). The other 
99% will avoid your gaze or even be hostile. Don’t even order a beer if there are no prospects. Fuck 
em and move on. Why waste your money, but more importantly your time? 
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Singles Events 


You have to be really careful at any “singles” event. Just like the women at the clubs (supposedly a 
place to meet others interested in finding a partner), these women aren’t there to meet a man. They 
are there to have their ego stroked. Sure, occasionally they will “binge” and go home with some 
random guy. But, for the most part, no guy will do. They will rationalize this in various ways that boil 
down to there are no good guys here (so what if they are all 6’s and 7’s and she is a 4). But the 
problem is her. The last thing she is interested in, is discovering if any of the guys she is attracted to 
(and she is attracted to a significant number) is compatible with her. Although she is attracted to a 
number of them (many times, you included), none of you has any more chance with her than some 
random chick you pass on the street. Unlike women you pass on the street, however, a huge number 
of the girls at the singles events are really into leading you on. What fun! 


The other sad thing is that few women have interests until they get old, fat and married (which is 
exactly the type of woman you will meet at any interest you have). The exception to that is the gym. 
However, an increasing number of women are going to women’s only gyms. 


In my experience, there are only two places where you meet lots of women. The first is in college 
classes, particularly college classes designed for people who are a waste of space.....art classes, 
acting classes, intro psychology classes, pop culture classes etc. The second is via a network of 
friends. You should always be on the lookout to add male and female friends to your network 
because they bring prospective women into your sphere of influence. However, it’s important to be 
selective with the type of person it is. If you have a buddy who is a drug-using criminal, guess what 
type of women he will bring into your sphere of influence. She has the same chance of being attracted 
to you as everyone else.....but you don’t want her lol. 


Women Go to Singles Events to be Seen, Not to Pick Up Men 


Just like going out to a nightclub, women go to singles events to be seen, not to pick up men. Going 
out in packs, they have no intention of going home with anyone. Any number they give you will be 
fake....etc. Unless you look like Brad Pitt or are a celebrity or obviously have more money than God, 
you can forget about it. This contrasts very heavily with going out to a bar, during normal hours (9pm 
to midnight, just about), to scope and hangout, maybe have a beer and watch the game. Any woman 
there, who is alone, is looking to go home with a man. That goes double if it’s an airport bar or the 
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bar is connected to a hotel. However, be warned that those girls are usually married. Don’t bring it up 
(usually you do, but not here). Bars where business people hang out after seminars or while on 
business trips are where married people go to cheat on their spouses. It’s their turf. Overwhelmingly, 
she is going to want you to get lost afterwards. 


There is No Pattern to Women's Attraction 


here absolutely is no pattern whatsoever 
to a woman’s attraction. Or rather, just like men, they are attracted to large numbers of the opposite 
sex, with a rather low standard of beauty. But, unlike men, they suppress that attraction (women are 
sick). They don’t do that in other cultures which is why their behavior differs, I think. There is no 
pattern, AT ALL, to when a woman switches off her suppression of attraction. But, when she does, 
she rationalizes it after the fact. Often, she switches it off because she has starved herself for affection 
for so long that she "binges" .....goes out, gets drunk, and picks up some random guy. Not only that, 
but women are total cowards. Even if they are drooling over some guy, they won’t even hint at it 
unless the guy elicits it somehow. 


There are four exceptions to this. The first is if a guy is extremely provocative, with model good 
looks. Often, his presence will elicit a binge in a woman. Often it won’t and he will be treated like a 
dog, even though he is literally, on the top of the food chain. The second is the rich guy. Women will 
allow themselves (or, mostly pretend to allow) themselves to become attracted to a rich guy, to get 
their hands on his money. The third is someone who is famous. Even a moderate amount of fame will 
have large numbers of women drooling over a guy. The last, is the worst of all.....evil. Large 
numbers of women go through periods where they are VERY attracted to evil. Some women are like 


this all the time. Literally, nothing else matters about the guy...looks, station, and basic hygiene. You 
could (and many are) 200 pounds overweight, smell BAD, have missing teeth and beat women every 
chance you get, and you will be drowning in pussy from this phenomena, as long as you are an ex- 
con, with a drug problem. This phenomenon is probably the single biggest threat to our way of life 
and the general happiness and well being of everyone. It is also an extremely good reason for strict, 
“three strikes your out” laws. Not only don’t we want these scum on the street, but, left to their own 
devices, they can and do destroy large segments of our population....getting girls hooked on drugs, 
they are prime spreaders of AIDS and other STD’s in our social circles, destroying families, 
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illegitimate births, etc. Permanent imprisonment is a rational, reasonable and just solution to this 
problem. 


Anyway, my point is this. It is impossible to increase the number of women who are interested in you 
by increasing your “attractiveness”. You can lose weight, buff up your body, get better clothes, better 
style, whatever, and you may change slightly the quality of women who are interested in you, but not 
the number. You can also change your behavior, but that only changes who specifically reacts to you. 
You can be nice, or you can be playfully arrogant, or you can be a total shitheel. You can sharpen 
your technique or get better at the “game”. But, it’s all pointless. It may change who, but not how 
many. Nothing will allow you to pick and choose who, specifically, will respond. 


The problem isn’t attraction. The problem isn’t with us. The PROBLEM is the neurotic behavior of 
women. You can’t change them. But, once you understand the situation, you can change the way you 
approach the problem to become more effective. 


~~ 


Binge and Purge 


DD assess: 99% is the percentage of women who will say no if you approach them at random. They use 
the binge and purge method of dating. They have a fantasy in their head. The fantasy is different for 
every girl but isn’t too much in line with what men are typically like. No man who doesn’t match the 
fantasy is welcome. Time passes and a woman gets desperate for a man and “binges”, taking anyone. 
Being unhappy with just anyone, she eventually “purges” him, and goes back waiting for her fantasy 


(which doesn’t exist). 
Your chances of catching a woman who is binging is maybe one in ten. If you woo her correctly, she 


will go for you. The chances of meeting a woman who you match her fantasy is about 1 in a hundred 
(completely random). 


Finding and Approaching Women 


You can’t ask a woman for anything because it gives her too many points. You need to use body 
language and only approach the ones that matter. And you can’t be direct about it. 
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The basic behavior goes like this. Go places where you are likely to meet women (either go where 
women go or go where women go to get picked up). Make eye contact with every woman that crosses 
your path. Most women will not meet your gaze. Some of them will. After holding their gaze for just 


a second or two more than is socially appropriate, look away (not down, away). She might look down 
and away too, which is OK. After a few seconds, try to 


i 


_— E catch her gaze again and see if she locks gazes with you. Smile and nod 
to her if she does. If you feel aggressive, wink. If she holds your gaze this second time for an 
extended period of time and/or starts clustering body language signals of interest (read the book, 
Body Language by R Don Steele), that is one of the 1% of random women that will have sex with 
you right now, if you approach her correctly. It’s extremely reliable. 


Approaching correctly means that you come near her tangentially. You 
seem like you are actually doing something else. For example: You see one of these women in the 
mall. Don’t go right up to her. Go near her and pretend to shop or look at something interesting. You 
strike up a conversation by noticing something about her and commenting on it and then asking a 
question. For example: "That’s a very nice sweater you are wearing. What’s the story behind it? Blah, 
blah, blah." Understand that women are completely self-involved. So shut your yap and look like you 
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are paying attention and listen for cues for other getting to know you type questions. Tell her almost 
nothing about yourself other than your name and give her every opportunity to tell you even the 

most inane blather about herself. She’ll think you are the most brilliant, interesting man on the planet. 
When you can’t take this anymore, interupt her with some version of, "I have to go, want to come 


q a wa 
feed my cat. Hey, you know I make this great rice dish called Arroz con Pollo. I learned how to make 


it from this sweet old lady while I was vacationing in Puerto Rico. Come have dinner with me. We’ll 
watch this video I’ve been meaning to see...... The English Patient; I think it’s called (hehehe). 


The point here is she has already decided she wants to come home with you to have sex. But she 
doesn’t know that you know that. And, she absolutely cannot face this fact without a convenient 
excuse that she is actually going over there for something else and the sex is just spontaneous. Make 
no mistake, once you get her home, she’s the one who will likely be the aggressor, or will need very 
little prompting. If you get any resistance at all, it’s time to cut and run because you screwed 
something up, probably misjudging if she was a one percenter. A lot of women will show casual 
interest. But it’s the one percenter that will show focussed, intense interest. They are practically 
drooling. 


There really is no work involved in finding her, other than in going to those places you are likely to 
find her. Don’t stay; don’t waste your time with pointless crap while there. Whatever you do don’t 
pay a cover or anything (if you go for the band or something, that’s me time and you should ignore 
women). Just recon the place looking for one percenters. Leave and move on to the next place if you 
don’t immediately find a hit. Get in the habit of scoping out chicks all the time, but set aside a 
specific time each week where you zoom through several hot spots every week. Don’t stay and waste 
your time. Show up, look, and if nothing is there.....leave. 
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After the first few times, it’s easy. The first few times are hard because 
you screw things up and it’s hard to initiate things because you don’t really think things work this 
way. Instead, you think all women are judging you and rejecting you (and 99% of them are). Until 
you sleep with a few, you don’t know that 1% is there for easy taking. I say the same thing to all my 
guy friends. Try it out a little at a time. The easiest part is scoping these women out. Go places and 
try the eye contact bit. Don’t follow up on it. Just try it out and see for yourself what I am talking 
about. After you are comfortable doing this for a few weeks, try occasionally saying Hi to one of 
them. Nothing complicated. Just Hi. You’ll be shocked at the result and soon, yov’ Il be doing the 
rest. 


And for God’s sake, don’t give the time of day or anything else, not the 
slightest bit of respect, not a shred of time or effort, to any woman who isn’t one of these. A woman 
who isn’t sexually interested in you should be totally beneath notice. No staring at her tits. No talking 
to her. She’s invisible. Women are sweet as pie when they are in acquisition mode (you being what 
they wish to acquire) but they are evil incarnate every time else. Only extremely high probability 
babes deserve even an ounce of your time. Everyone else is wasting it. 


Screw em. 
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Online Dating - Not! 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"Let's go back to meeting on-line. 
You're much better looking there." 


Nothing will change the fact that all of the women on dating sites are what you might call "hard to 
place"... as in the adoption term for older children of questionable backgrounds with bad habits and 
other undesirable traits. The women on these sites are desperately trying to deny that they are either 
dateless losers or being passed around as a whore because nobody wants to keep them. It's all an act. 
They are trying to appear as if they aren't the type of girl who has to be on a dating site because they 
don't attract a man in their day-to-day lives. And they are desperately trying to deny the type of man 
who does approach her on the site. 


Oddly enough, this doesn't hold true for the men. There is a much broader cross-section of all types 
of men. But they get one whiff of the freak-show and go, "No thanks!" Either that or they are 
‘slumming! for easy sex with women who can't be too picky. 


Remember that whenever you are dealing with a chick from a dating site. Perhaps it would be best to 
not look for women there. They are of low quality. They know they are of low quality but are doing 
everything they can to deny it. And, they assume that since you are approaching them, you must be of 


low quality also (aaaaahhh, gotta love that social proofing ). 


You'll have much better luck at the mall, if you know what you are looking for.. 


Women on Online Personals Ads are Just Wasting Your Time 
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Almost all of the women on online personals are only 
there to waste your time and they have no intention of meeting anyone. If a woman isn’t interested in 
meeting you for coffee, sooner, rather than later, it means one of two things: She is either only 
interested in wasting men’s time and not going to be meeting anyone, no matter what.....or, she has 
decided that you aren’t worth meeting, although she will happily string you along. In neither of these 
cases should you waste more than a smidgen of your valuable time. Online dating is a good deal for 
women but a lousy deal for men because of the simple fact that most men doing it are serious and 
most women doing it are not. The goal here should be to quickly screen out the potentials from 
everyone else, not to waste hours and hours with women who have no intention of doing anything 
ever with you or anyone else. The potentials want to write a few emails back and forth and then meet 
you....not on a date, but in a casual, relaxed atmosphere they can leave easily. And most of those will 
never see you again after that. You'll have to approach a hell of alot of women to get one bite. Either 
that or find a way to get the high probability women to answer your own ad. That’s tough to do 
because most of the idiot men email every woman on the system, filling her mailbox with a hundred 
emails a day (mostly losers). 


That’s the big problem with online personals. Just like going to the nightclub, the women there have 
too many options and too many men trying to get their attention. Their goal isn’t the same as your 
goal. Your goal is to meet someone. Their goal is to have their worth validated. Their goal is met 
right away so why should they do anything more? A fraction of them have the same goal as you. But 
the ratio of men to available women who want to meet them is like 100 to a 1000 to one. Of course, 
that one is screwing a dozen or so men a month. You see this very clearly in a lot of their 
profiles....saying something to the effect of, oh, I’m just here because I am curious, but if I happen to 
meet someone who is a cross between Bill Gates and Fabio, I might go on a date with them if I feel 
like it. It’s a bad scene for a man. 


Identifying Women Who Are Wasting Your Time 
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If you read this 


I will have successfully 
wasted your time. 


Pushy is the difference between a desperate used car salesman and one who is trying to identify high 
probability sales. The first goes after everybody, cares nothing about their wants and needs and tries 
to coerce the person into buying something that isn’t in their best interest. The high probability guy is 
doing the opposite. First, he’s highly selective in who he approaches, only going towards people that 
seem to be looking for a salesman on the floor. Then, he tries to discover what she wants and needs to 
see if he has that available. However, if the potential customer doesn’t cooperate with his behaviors 
designed to establish the fact that he is trustworthy and his behaviors to try an find out what she 
wants and needs or worse, he finds out she won’t buy from him, even if he identifies something 
perfect for her, he walks away from the sale, because there is no point and the whole thing is just a 
waste of both of their time. 


Most women are just wasting your time. Even if you are perfect for them, THEY NEVER HAD ANY 
INTENTION OF MEETING YOU IN THE FIRST PLACE. How do you know? They resist your 
attempts to establish trust. They are vague and elusive when you try to find out if you are a good 
match for them. They waste your time incessantly even after it becomes clear they don’t want you. 
But most of all, after you have established trust and found out you are what they want and need, they 
won’t meet you in person (arrrrgh). When you try to convince them that they should meet you, they 
react the same way as if you were trying to pressure them into meeting you when they aren’t attracted 
to you at all. They call you pushy. If you try to get them to contact you without establishing trust 
and/or they aren’t attracted to you, then you actually are pushy. However, most men don’t do this. 
What’s going on is they have established trust and identified themselves as a good match. The 
problem is the woman just isn’t really looking at all. Calling you pushy in this case is a manipulative 
attempt to deny responsibility for her own behavior. The only way to handle both of these situations 
is to just walk away. 


There's No Point in Approaching A Woman Who Doesn't Look at You and Go 
"Yum!" 
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There is absolutely no point in approaching any woman who doesn’t look at you physically and 
go...yum. So, your picture should be upfront, probably several, showing you in great detail, as a 
screening device to get rid of women you have no chance with. Even that isn’t good enough because 
the picture is a poor representation of you in person and can’t convey body language, speech, smell, 
mannerisms, whatever (one of the reasons I think online personals are a waste of time). Somewhere 
between | and 10% of women will look at you and go yum. However, very few of them will be open 
to you for one reason or another, mostly for reasons that have absolutely nothing to do with you. 


ee 


Click for "Finding the Small Pool of Available Women (Binge and Purge)" 

The number one reason a woman might not be open is because women choose men the way that 
bulimics choose food...... they binge. A bulimic will deny her normal urge to eat and starve herself 
for long periods of time and then lose control and gorge herself on food that is bad for her, then 
shame herself afterward. As the disease progresses, the shame becomes addicting and she engages in 
this behavior for masochistic reasons, to feel the shame (ick). Women look at you and go, yum, but 
(unless you are very good at enticing them) they will deny their normal need for sex, love, 
companionship and intimacy, because they are holding out for Fabio. Of course the average woman 
never meets Fabio or Donald Trump or James Bond or whatever her wacko fantasy of perfect is, and 
after awhile her unmet needs overwhelm her. Then she grabs just anybody, usually the scum of the 
earth because they are easy to get. She feels shame afterward. BUT, she becomes addicted to the 
shame (identifies herself as being a bad person) and seeks out that type of partner more and more. 
You absolutely don’t want one of these freaks in the advanced stages of the illness. 
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Your mission, should you choose to accept it, is to learn ways to know which women are looking at 
you and going yum, focus exclusively on those women, with the main goal of finding out if they are 
currently restricting themselves or not. THAT behavior is the one that pays dividends with women. 
That and learning how to entice women. Trying to approach and convince women to like you is 
COMPLETELY ineffective, except for the rare case where a guy gets a live one, by pure luck. 


Or you could do it the hard and painful way and approach two or three hundred women at random 


and see who bites. 


Fontine Dating is a Scam 


How much more evidence do you need to gather before you realize that the women on dating services 
are doing something other than looking for a man. What sort of behavior would you expect from 
women who were using the service to actually find a man? They would have pictures taken 
specifically to show them in the best possible light (cheap and easy to do in most places). They would 
write a well thought out, articulate profile, mind their P’s and Q’s, and try to both present themselves 
and what they want in such a way that they find someone who is a good match. They would, 
ummmm, actually look at men’s profiles and email men they were interested in. And they would 
spend a significant amount of time chatting via IM, leaving it open only during times they have 
specifically put aside for this purpose. They would be polite, and interested in getting to know people 
to see if they were a good match and if it would be fruitful to meet with them in person. 


Now, do women on the dating service do ANY of those things? Absolutely not. They do the 
opposite.....crappy pic of them and their ex with his head rubbed/cut out (sometimes, obviously 
drunk), profile looks like it was written by a 3rd grader who barely speaks English, with red flags all 
over the place, tons of rude, bitter, negative statements, sometimes openly stating they hate men or 
intend to exploit you, reveal little to nothing about what they are like as a person (sometimes because 
there is nothing there or something is there that nobody wants), rarely looks at men’s profiles and 
NEVER responds to them no matter how good looking, alpha-male, rich, great personality, sexy, 
whatever, the man is, actively rude or time wasting on IM, pretends to bond with you and then, later, 
pretends has no idea who you are or what you agreed to do together earlier. 


What this means, quite simply, is they aren’t looking for a man (so, it’s a waste of time to use this 
method to find a woman). At best, they are looking to have their egos stroked by saying no to all the 
men who seem to be interested in them (actually, these men have no interest in them and are just 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 265 of 744 


trolling the entire female database, for the one chick about to binge) and then will have an 
anonymous sexual encounter with some random loser, when they have been too long without love, 
sex or intimacy (ie they binge). At worst, these psychos are looking to actively harm someone, any 
way they can, as long as it is safe for them. 


What’s going on with the online dating thing is women are wasting time and men are emailing 
hundreds of women, trolling for anonymous encounters with sluts. 


Click for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 
Social Proofing 


I keep saying it, but nobody really believes me (until they experience it for themselves). Women 
ignore objective signs of worth and status and instead make decisions on attraction mostly at random. 
Signs of worth... tall, looks, money, muscles, status, don't change greatly who is attracted to you. I'm 
undecided if fame actually does make more women attracted or if it simply makes the women who 
like you anyway, hunt you down in an obsessive way. What it does affect is their aggressiveness. 
Don't build muscles and a hot body in the gym (ditto for making cash, wearing cool clothes etc.) 
thinking it will get you a certain type of girl (or worse, a specific girl) because it won't (much to my 
dismay). You do it because it affects your own confidence and it makes the women (the same exact 
women who were already attracted to you), more attracted. More of them reveal themselves to you, 
and they make it easier for you to get them. 


Also, and this is important, because women make these decisions at random, they often have 
difficulty judging their looks, status, whatever, compared to yours. What matters is social proofing. 
No matter how ugly you look, if you date a lot of women, good looking women will find you 
attractive. This also works in reverse. On the dating websites, all the girls on them are what you 


would call "hard to place". They rarely get dates, which is why they are online. Since you are also 
online, they assume you are the same way. It doesn't matter if you have all these signs of being much 
higher status than her. All she looks at is the social proof that you are also an online loser, like her. If 
you go, "Pffft, lady, I'm out of your league," they will freak. If anything, they assume your status is 
much lower than hers. 
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I think this is one of the biggest reasons to avoid online dating. All the girls are the dregs, who think 
you are beneath them, no matter what. It's a lose/lose situation. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Bad Boys, Alphas, Assholes, Nice Guys and Players 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Bad Boys 
"Badboys" are pussies, not alpha males. The easiest way to tell if a man is alpha is to observe if he 
has the respect and cooperation of other men, especially other men in general (i.e. he has power and 
respect in society, not just socially). You very rarely see a "badboy" meet these criteria. When you 
do, it's usually an alpha fooling around to get laid. 


Alpha males don't usually get the chicks. They get the best chick and she tends to stick around and 
beat the shit out of any other girls who come around. 


a WN 


Omegas 


Alpha Male 
The multiple sex partner thing is the omega male's gig. You usually see all sorts of deviant behavior 
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going on in addition to this. Although he is getting laid, he is powerless in relationships as well as 
every other aspect of his life. No one respects him, not even the psycho chicks who screw him. 


Alpha's get snapped up quickly. Beta males screw a lot early in life while women are competing over 
them, and then settle down. Omegas can't form stable relationships. And Zeta males rarely get laid. 
Most people are betas. 


Humans aren't apes. We have a different mating strategy than them. Women compete for the best 
man they can get (at a very young age) and then stick with him for life. He sometimes cheats, but not 
to reproduce. She never cheats. Everyone pairs up. Whenever you see people straying from this 
paradigm, fucked-upness starts to happen. This is what is happening with women. They are becoming 
more and more omega. Their clustering around these men is not a normal thing, which is why it is so 
fucked up in all other ways. 


On "Asshole Game" 


NT aa 


cluding game rules forthe | 
‘popular ASSHOLE! drinking game 
AND 10 popular variations from 
ground the wor! 


Being an asshole doesn't even work in the short term. Sure, alternating hot and cold will sometimes 
get a woman obsessed (the same way random interval reinforcement gets people hooked on 
gambling). But, just being a total jackass gets you nowhere. Some "game" guys say different. Based 
on what they say, they obviously have no real experience with women. What does work, and what 
these and a lot of inexperienced guys get mixed up with this, is being evil. If you are the type of guy 
who gets drunk and acts like a jackass in public, expect a lot of dateless nights. But if you are the type 
of guy who sells drugs, or gets drunk and beats a woman so badly she ends up in the hospital, or 
you've been arrested numerous times, or you are in a gang, these are the things that get you laid. 
That's not even close to being a normal thing and there is a very high price for aligning yourself with 
that intensely negative vibe. 
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JACKASS 


If any guy thinks he is going to be successful with women by being a jackass, think again. Being a 


jackass is just the other side of the coin of being a wuss. The defining element here is lack of 
control... lack of power. Yeah, that'll get you laid... not. This is why it appeals to wusses so much. 
They think they can get their way by being an obnoxious wuss instead of a snivelling wuss. But they 
still haven't expended the effort or cultivated the power to not be a wuss (i.e. to affect the world rather 


than being blown around by it). Bad habits are the hallmark of that brand of nonsense. 


Note that this is a hell of a lot different than being assertive or even aggressive in the face of a 
woman's bullshit. Women will call that behavior (i.e. not giving her her way) asshole behavior, but 
it's not. Most people who do this are very nice about it and treat people with love, dignity and respect, 
when they deserve it. They just don't take any baloney and they insist on things being on their terms. 
The typical asshole does none of these things. Instead, they treat women like shit, and allow women 
to treat them like shit in return. Their behaviour opens the door to the woman's behaviours. The 
assertive man does the exact opposite. He neither gives nor allows poor treatment. He never explains 
and never negotiates either. It's either his way or the highway. Women say they don't like that as a 
way to try and get away with something. But every normal woman /oves that about a man. 


t 
BEING NICETO A GIRL DOESN'T OBLIGATE HER 
Í TO BE ROMANTICALLY INTERESTED IN, you™ 


ice Guys 


One of the things I don't like about the "niceguy" label is the assumption that niceguys are nice 
because they are afraid to be otherwise or it is part of approval seeking behavior or that the world 
revolves around ruthless, brutal behavior of which niceguys are ignorant and victims of. 
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This just isn't true. 


What is true is that almost anything of any worth has been created by the good people of the world, 
despite negative influences. Bad people create jack shit. And that goodness flows from strength. It's 
the assholes of the world who aren't doing what they are supposed to be doing that are making life 
shitty for everyone. I'm not a niceguy because I was born that way. Nor am I a niceguy because of 
socialization. I'm a niceguy because I specifically choose to be so. It's part of my method of living a 
good, decent and satisfying life, because I have noticed that people who are not "nice" simply aren't 
able to get that for themselves. 


Being an asshole is a weakness that makes a person's life sad and pathetic... all the while desperately 
trying to fool themselves and others that it isn't so. 


On Players 


Briefly talking with a woman (or better yet, figuring it out before ever approaching them) to discover 
if she is attracted to you is hardly being a player. Neither is causally breaking off contact with the 
90% of women who don’t fall into that category. Women are not entitled to anything from you, least 
of all your interest in them if they have none in you. A player is trying to get away with something. 
He is without confidence and lacks an understanding that he has the right to determine the nature and 
direction of any relationships he is in, and with whom. So, he lies, cheats and goes to incredible 
lengths to try and fool women. I think the basic problem here is he is trying to convince the 90% 
(impossible). Don’t do that. Instead, be assertive and honest. Build confidence by gaining experience. 
Understand that if you do what you are supposed to be doing and someone (especially a woman) 
accuses you of doing something wrong, it is a manipulation, with no basis in fact. She is trying to get 
away with something and claims that it is universal to all women. THAT IS A LIE! 


If a woman sees you as a player when you are, instead, being rational and assertive, it means 
something is wrong with HER. She is trying to scam you. No one else will think you are a player, 
least of all the women who are interested in you. 
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Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing" 

For example, let’s say you are interested in a short duration, non-monogamous fling. Be upfront and 
honest about it. When you are starting to become intimate with a woman, she will sometimes ask you 
where this is going. Tell her you are only looking for a fling and give her the option to say, "No, 
that’s not what I want from you" (very few women will do that, BTW). Her shrewish friends might 
call you a player, simply because you aren’t willing to get on all fours and beg for sex and swear your 
undying love, all your present and future earnings and put up with limitless abuse, just to get some 
pussy. But as long as you don’t lie, she definitely won’t think that way (for the limited time her 
feelings for you last, that is). And neither will anyone else who matters. 


Being honest and direct like this INCREASES your chances with women, not decreases. A small 
minority of incredibly insane women (as in, everything else about them is insane too), have a 
problem with that. But all your behavior should revolve around making sure they aren’t even allowed 
to talk to you, let alone influence your life. 


www.shutterstock.com - 142495297 


Also, although I don’t allow relationships to get too deep anymore, I am hardly engaging in a “fuck 


and dump” strategy. I simply understand that her interest in me has an expiration date (once it 
expires, her interest in me turns dark and sinister), so I better not get any ideas about the long term. 
Since there is no long term, I have no reason to exclude myself to any one girl. Unfortunately, they 
don’t understand that (if they did, maybe they would fix it, lol) and constantly try to deepen the 
relationship, forcing me to set limits. The most effective way to set limits isn’t through what I say, 
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but rather through what I do. And, what I do is limit the time I spend with a woman and refuse certain 
activities (like meeting her family). That’s OK with most women (as long as you don’t lie or use or 
abuse them) for varying amounts of time. Then they wander off. You need to be OK with that. And 
you won’t be OK with that unless you have another to take her place. And you won’t have another to 
take her place if you stop looking for interested women every time you meet one. 


To All the Girls I've Loved Before 


a / 
Thanks for the — Aomame! 
I think of all the women I’ve been with as people I care about and love, not objects to be used for 
awhile and then discard when I find a better one. Unfortunately, I know full well that they view me 
and the relationship (and whatever marriage they may undertake in the future, lol) this way, which 
forces me to adjust my behavior. It’s not natural for me to spread myself over several women, none 


of whom I allow to get any ideas about where our relationship is headed. But bitter experience has 
taught me that I really don’t have a choice in the matter. Don’t get me wrong, there are plenty of 
women who will say they are different. They say they love me and they say they are loyal and want a 
life with me. But their actions just don’t match their words. After awhile I realized it was a deliberate 
deception. The way women REALLY see me is as a toy to vent their lusts on while they shop around 
for Mr. Right. Mr Right happens to be some weak willed schmoe with a fat wallet that they plan to 
suck dry during a divorce before they have even met. 


Shopping around for the right partner is a euphemism for looking for a rich guy to victimize. The 
payoff for the time invested is his money. Women talk about this jokingly or in metaphor, but the 
behavior is direct and unambiguous. It’s a reliable pattern I’ve come to expect and have gotten good 
at avoiding. 
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Understanding Women and 'The Rules' for Men 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Click for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 

1. Women process (and act on) information completely differently than men. Never forget this. 
Stop thinking of women as screwed-up men and start realizing that their minds were built from an 
entirely different blueprint. 


Just as a hawk can discern details at distances that a man needs a ten-power scope to see, a woman is 
many times more capable than a man at reading the emotions of other women. (Women may be 
equally capable at reading men's emotions, but have never seen a need to.) Walk into a large party 
with a woman. You, the man, will see a bunch of people in a room, talking in groups of two to five. 
You'll see where the food and bar is, and notice any exceptionally attractive women in the room. 
That's it. Your companion, however, will be able to tell you which woman is angry, which one is 
lonely, which is happy, which is upset, which ones feel self-conscious, which ones are jealous, and 
(probably) which ones are having affairs and with which men. Your female companion will be able to 
accurately tell you these things within ten seconds of entering the room. 


This ability comes at a price: Women are many times more sensitive than men to emotional pain. 
Imagine a man whose skin was so sensitive that ordinary contact was painful. Whenever someone 
shook his hand in greeting or clapped him on the shoulder in congratulations, it would feel to him as 
if boiling water were being thrown on his flesh. Now turn that disparity in physical sensitivity into 
emotional sensitivity and you'll get a good picture of a fundamental difference between men and 
women. 


Men seldom if ever need to know what a group of other women is thinking, so they usually 
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experience a woman's heightened sensitivity from the negative perspective. They hurt their wives' 
feelings without realizing it (just like the handshake in the above hypothetical) and then are baffled 
when their women are upset with them, often for days or weeks at a time, for seemingly no reason. 
(I'll discuss what to do about this later. Keep reading.) 


2. Men and women have very different definitions of integrity. Men have integrity to their word, 
but because of the heightened sensitivity as explained above, women have integrity to their feelings. 


k 3 


Click Pic for ae re Such a Tool!" 
Women base their actions on how they feel at the time. This means that if something no longer 


"feels" right, they won't do it, period. It infuriates most men when a woman "flakes" on them. 
("Flaking" is the term that men who study this sort of thing use to describe when a woman who has 
eagerly made plans with them doesn't show up, or calls at the last minute to cancel because her 
girlfriend needs consoling etc. Roughly speaking, a woman's tendency to flake is proportional to her 
options and inversely proportional to her age, although I did meet one 38-year-old single mother of 
two with this habit.) Understand that the need to be true to one's feelings is an extremely powerful 
force with women. Look at the dominant theme in all romance novels: The woman is "swept away" 
by emotions too powerful to be denied, and has an affair when everyone knows she shouldn't. 
Another example is the adage "Hell hath no fury like a woman scorned." Even the former First Lady 
(according to the Secret Service) regularly threw things (lamps, etc.) at her husband when angry. Can 
you imagine a man doing this, instead of saying "Next"? The idea is ludicrous. 


If you're a man, you probably do what you've agreed to do (help someone move, etc.) because you 
said you would. However, you wouldn't go through with your plans to help your acquaintance move 
if it had suddenly become a felony with a mandatory 10-year prison sentence to do so, would you? Of 
course not. Ten years in prison trumps a promise to move furniture. Well, that is the kind of aversion 
that women have to doing things that no longer "feel" right. Later I'll explain how to make this 
"integrity to feelings" work to your benefit. 


3. Most women are much more rational than most men at the initial meeting. For all of men's 


Qi 


complaints about "screwed-up 'chick logic'," it is men who unconsciously fall into a very irrational 


pattern of behavior when they first meet a new woman that interests them. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 276 of 744 


pon meeting an attractive and perhaps interesting 
woman for the first time, most men behave as if they are thinking about...wait for it...marriage! 
Hollywood has bombarded us with "love at first sight" stories, but what kind of message does it really 
send to a woman you've just met that you've already decided she's the one? It screams pathetic loser 
who couldn't get laid in a women's prison with a fistful of pardons. "One-itis" is the absolute death 
knell to any person's chance with someone new. Women know this. Men, as a rule, don't. 


There's an old saying that "To meet her handsome prince, a girl has to kiss a lot of frogs." Given that 
few American women age well or are financially self-sufficient, this adage is much more appropriate 
for men aspiring to marriage than it is for women. 


Click for "Judge by Actions, Not by Words" -- the Book of Pook 

4. What women say they want and what they actually do want are two different things. Men 
need to be keenly aware of this and act accordingly. The crap that women claim they want in the 
personals ads is exactly the kind of thing that would have the same women running for the nearest 
exit out of boredom if the men actually provided it. 


Women want to feel attraction for someone, and attraction doesn't come from finding a man who is 
sensitive, or caring, or likes long walks on the beach, cats, and candlelight dinners, has a college 
education or a good job. Attraction isn't a choice. Attraction comes from that little shiver of 
anticipation of not knowing what's coming next, of not being able to pigeonhole the man she's with 
into any one category, of being just a little bit off-balance and not in total control. 


5. Women read things into men's actions that aren't there. Accept that, and make it work for you, 
if possible. This phenomenon probably comes from women's heightened emotional sensitivity. It may 
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also come from the need many women have for drama (and for some women, chaos) in their lives. 


What the above things mean for you, and how to stop screwing up like you've been doing: 


Dealing with a woman's heightened sensitivity: When a woman 
complains about a problem in her life (she will see it as "sharing," not complaining), never offer a 
solution to the problem. She doesn't want to fix it, she wants to relive it, over and over. Show 
sympathy but suggest that only another woman could truly understand what she's going through. This 
acknowledges women's superior emotional capacity. Depending on how you say it, it may send 
another unspoken message if the complaining was a test (and it probably was): You're trying my 
patience here. I don't fall for that BS. Watch it. 


Listen ase) your 


hearin unt nae 
Heart, 3 SaO Heat 
hea 

<Sheart 


Integrity to feelings: If you can keep a woman in the state of feeling 
excited, anxious, off-balance, and emotional when she's around you, you can pretty much lead her 
wherever you want. An extreme example of this is the group of attractive young women who did 
anything they were told by a homely little runt of a man named Charles Manson. I'm not advising that 
you turn into a sociopath, but it's kind of fun getting the girl you met this afternoon to slip off her 
thong during dinner and hand it to you. Learning how to keep a 
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woman's emotional state at the desired level takes a 
lot of practice and experimenting (which is fun) and can't be described in a one-page column, but 
here's a start: Women are attracted to Mystery, Uncertainty (not the same thing), Confidence and 
Arrogance when combined with humor, and believe it or not, Indifference. Observe the desirable 
women you know that are obsessed with their boyfriends and you will see that the boyfriends 
invariably exhibit these qualities, irrespective of whether they are decent guys or total jerks. 


Click Pic for "Be a Lover, Not a Provider" 
Gifts: Gifts can be good at eliciting emotions and even smoothing the rough spots, but don't make the 
mistake of giving the wrong kind. You'll go broke and not accomplish what you intended. Since 
women's emotions are so powerful, realize that all gifts to women have a soothing effect and 
"goodwill time frame" that is proportional to the emotion evoked. This has nothing to do with the 
value or utility of the gift, believe me. Whether you're in the early stages of a relationship or have 
been married ten years, never give expensive gifts, agree to extensive home remodeling that you don't 
particularly want, expensive trips, etc. in the hope that it will improve her feelings for you. If you do, 
you'll be paying for the expenditure long after your girlfriend or wife has stopped smiling at you for 
what you did. Instead, give little nothing gifts like a funny card, or a stuffed animal holding flowers, 
and say "I was thinking of you today." Do this at unexpected times. A week later (or maybe even the 
next day), the $12 stuffed Dalmatian with the heart-shaped spots will be forgotten, and your woman's 
attitude will probably (and understandably) be "What have you done for me lately?" But guess what? 
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The same thing will happen a week after you agree to pay for her eight-year-old's private school 
tuition, which is a $120,000 tab over ten years. You do the math. The exception to this rule is if you 
decide to give an expensive, useful gift to a woman who needs it and who has been exceptionally 
good to you already. Few men do this. Men usually give presents, take women to expensive 
restaurants, etc. in the hope that the recipient will be grateful. THIS DOES NOT WORK. Expensive 
gifts should always be unexpected rewards. They should never be attempted inducements. 


Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing" 


Testing: Reread the last section's comments on tests. Remember that testing will continue until one 
of you dies. Even if you break up, she will probably test you if an opportunity presents itself. Plan for 
this accordingly. 


Flaking: The younger and hotter the girl, the greater the chance she will flake. Hotties and flaking 
are like alcoholics and drinking: If they can, they probably will. The only way to completely prevent 
an alcoholic from drinking or a hottie from flaking it is to create an environment where it cannot 
occur, like sending the alcoholic to live in the Saudi desert. To prevent flaking, only offer an activity 
if it is something you can do right now. Get her to do something fun and exciting with you right at 
that moment. If she demurs, end the conversation as quickly as possible and eject--don't coerce. 
When she stops you from leaving and says to call her so you can make plans, don't believe her, and 
call her on it. Tell her you like talking to live people, not voicemail. Tell her that maybe you'll offer 
something else if you run into her again. Unspoken message: Seize the day. 


What if you absolutely have to plan a "date" in advance with someone you suspect may flake on you? 
When you make the plans, give the girl something specific to do, like to be sure she's wearing a silk 
scarf around her waist when you pick her up. Don't tell her why, but make sure she realizes that she 
has to do it, or you'll turn around and leave if she opens the door and isn't wearing the scarf. She will 
spend all her time before the date wondering about this, selecting the perfect scarf, etc. She'll be 
caught up in the mystery, drama, and anticipation (women love these things) and she won't be 
thinking that "going on this date doesn't feel right anymore." 
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Initial meetings: Follow the three second rule. You've got three seconds from the time you first 
notice a desirable woman to the time you say something to her. If you take longer than that, cross her 
off the list and move on, because she's crossed you off her list of possibles. Never work up your 
courage to talk to a girl that you've been looking at across the room for ten minutes. Women hate this. 
And for God's sake, never use some service to track down the girl you lusted after in high school or 
college. This is called stalking, and unless you graduated within the past 6 months, chances are she 
now looks nothing like the goddess you worshipped from afar. There are better women who don't 
have any bad preconceptions about you as close as the nearest Starbucks, Borders, Safeway, or 
QuikTrip. Unless you live in a remote area, pretty girls are everywhere. Always operate from a theory 


of abundance. There are more available women in your area than you 
j -_ - = -5 


v Po ever meet, but they're not going to come 
looking for you. Get out and chat up as many of them as possible. Most will turn out to be frogs. 
Expect it. (And realize your high school dream girl that you were thinking about tracking down is 
probably a frog.) You won't find a princess by convincing yourself that the one girl you've met in the 
last month is one. Meeting and dating lots of women gives you a much more accurate perspective and 
has the added benefit of making you more attractive to women, not less. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus the Truth" 

Dating multiple women: If you don't want a woman to think of herself as your one and only 
girlfriend, don't do things that would make her think that way. Don't call her every day. Don't see her 
three or four times a week. Be up front, and say "I think too many people get into exclusive 
relationships far too quickly, and it's not healthy. I wouldn't even consider having an exclusive 
relationship with someone I'd known less than six months." Most people, and women are no 
exception, will accept most anything if it is not a surprise. Don't lie and sneak around. If you see 
other women and she has a problem with this when she's only recently met you, she is NOT the one. 
Next. 
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Enjoy women for what they are, and don't imagine them to be something they aren't. It may sound 
harsh or negative, but real women are seldom like what we see in movies written by male 
screenwriters or read about in novels written by male authors. The cute waitress where you eat lunch 
may visually remind you of Meg Ryan (or whoever) in the movie where she played a waitress, but 
don't for one second imagine the real-life waitress to be as intelligent or interesting as the writers who 
gave Meg her lines. Flirt with the waitress and let her presence make your lunch more pleasant, but 
don't start going there every day and turn her into some fantasy of yours ("One-itis"). At best, you'll 
waste a bunch of better opportunities mooning around her at lunchtime, while she smiles at you but 
otherwise blows you off. At worst, she'll eventually accept your advances, and (since you were 
fixated on only her and had no other women to compare her to) you'll end up married before you 
figure out that aside from being nice to look at (for now), there isn't much else you really enjoy about 
her. 


Don't be ordinary. Talk about your job, school, hobbies, etc? Forget it! If she launches into the same 
old questions, accuse her of husband-hunting, and tell her you're not ready for that. Be teasing and 
mysterious. Never give a straight answer unless it's "No." Women will complain that they "can never 
figure you out and it's driving them crazy." This is evidence that you are doing the right things. 


PornGif.org 
Click Pic for "Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained)" 
Spank her. Spank her bottom lightly when she does something you don't like. Spank her harder when 
she does something good. I discovered this years ago and the worst results I've ever gotten were 


neutral. The best were volcanic. (I don't do this unless I know at least her first name, but that's just 
me--it's probably not necessary.) 
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Click for "Most Resposible Teenager in the House" 

When in doubt, tease. Keep the "Bratty Sister Frame" firmly in your mind. Call her on her girl-like 
behavior. If she mentions modeling, say, "Oh, you mean like a hand model?" Tell her that her long 
fingers remind you of E.T. If she's cute but her clothes are odd-looking to your eye, ask her if she got 
dressed in the dark. You get the idea. 


Sex in long term relationships: If a good long-term sex life with one woman is important to you, 
never get into a committed relationship (such as marriage) with a slender woman unless she is 
genetically slender. 200-lb. women who have always been heavy are usually comfortable with 
themselves and have good sex drives. Former 125-lb. hotties that gain 75 pounds after saying "I do" 
often lose all interest in sex and are a very bad bet for the long haul. I know dozens of men who 
found this out the hard way. Conversely, no man I know with a fat partner who has always been fat (I 
actually prefer the word "plush") is dissatisfied with his wife or girlfriend's level of desire. The old 
admonition about taking a long look at the mother before proposing is sound advice. 


ATTA-BOY GIGOLO by Rockin8osbaby Zazzle 


If you want to marry a rich girl: Rich women are no different than other women in that they are 
turned on by a man's passion for his work. Keep in mind that not just any kind of work qualifies. 
Women are attracted to artists, especially musicians. Rock stars don't get just high school groupies, 
they get rich actresses like Pamela Anderson and rich supermodels like Rachel Hunter and Paulina 
Porizkova. Singers in local bands do equally well on a smaller level. Women (including rich ones) go 
for other passionate artists such as actors, dancers, painters, and sculptors.* If you are a passionate 
artist, you're a good bet to snag a rich girl, who will likely be happy to support you and your passion. 
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If you go this route, keep the rich girl interested by pursuing your passion WITHOUT going through 
all her money! Live comfortably but don't start to believe your own bullshit, getting her to fund your 
big (and inevitably money-losing) dreams of grandeur. NEVER let her dip into principal. If you do, 

be prepared to be thrown out on your ear. Any successful investment professional can tell you horror 
stories about rich women clients with artist husbands who cooked the goose that laid the golden eggs. 


Maybe this will hold you clueless guys for a while. More later 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Women, Teasing, Tests, One-itis and Hope 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


(This was written in response to a young man who had met an attractive girl he wanted to ask out on 
a date to the shooting range, and he was asking for advice on how to go about it.) 


If this really is "the girl of your dreams" I have a few suggestions that don't have to do with what 
guns to bring, as others have given you good input on that score. 


A Y 


Competence Confidence 


1. Maintain an air of quiet competence. People in general dislike motormouthed know-it-alls but are 
impressed when they see knowledge and skill at work. This is doubly true when the activity in 
question has the potential for danger if safety concerns are ignored. 


Explain, don't lecture, and early on say something like "If I see you doing something dangerous I'm 
going to stop you immediately. You probably won't, but I'm telling you this now so you won't get 
upset if I raise my voice. I don't much care about your marksmanship today but I care a great deal 
about safe gun handling." 


WELCOME 
TO MY 


J AN 


WORLD!” 


2. Do not fawn over her. Pretty girls get this so much they lose all interest in the guys who kiss up to 


them. New mindset: You are LETTING HER join you in something exciting. I hope the invitation 
was "I'm going shooting this weekend--it's going to be perfect weather and there's a great range I use. 
If you'd like to join me I'll pick you up at 8:30, if you've got something to wear that you won't cry 
about if it gets a little dirt on it" (said with a grin). 


When she said "yes," I hope you added "I'm assuming you're not one of those flaky women who 
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thinks 8:30 means 'sometime before noon." I intend to be at the range by 9:00." 


3. Pack up and quit shooting while she's still having a 
good time. Do not wait until her shoulder or hand hurts or she's tired. 


4. After shooting, do not make plans right away to do something else next weekend, no matter how 
well you think things went. I cannot stress this strongly enough: DO NOT SELL TOO FAR IN 
ADVANCE. Not even if she rips your clothes off on the ride home. End your first date with her 
while she's still wanting more, and don't be too eager to plan the next one. This holds for future 
dates as well. And don't think of them as "dates," think of them as "I'm doing this and I'll let you join 
me if you behave." New mindset: Welcome to MY world. 


Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing 
5. Be prepared for a test. (Men call this a "shit test," which is a more accurate term, but from now on 


I'll avoid the vulgarism for the sake of Internet decorum.) You may get such a test before you pick 
her up for the date, a phone call at the last minute telling you her best friend just broke up with her 
boyfriend and needs consoling, so she has to cancel. It may be an attempt to get you to do something 
different than what you planned. Do not accept this. Call her on any attempt to change plans. Make it 
clear such behavior is unacceptable. Be ready to say "Next." 


Pretty girls have a different reality than you or I have. Their reality is that men almost always do 
whatever they demand. Believe it or not, the women are tired of this. The "test" is a way to cull out 
the mediocre males and find the ones with backbone. It's instinctive for women, because it works so 
immediately and so well. When you pass one test, you will get another, sometimes right away, 
sometimes later. This usually goes on as long as you remain involved with a woman, but as you keep 
passing her tests, they become less and less frequent. Be aware of this, and act accordingly. 
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Click for "Woman: Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 

6. Whenever you find yourself wondering what to say or how to act, and wanting to avoid screwing 
up because you think this girl is THE ONE, imagine how you would treat the hottest babe in your zip 
code--who happens to be your little sister. You'd tease your little sister, right? You'd laugh at her and 
call her on it every time she tried to get YOU to behave the same way she gets all the other guys to 
worship her and do her bidding. When she was acting exceptionally princess-like, you'd tell her of 
your surprise that she'd wear such a tight skirt when it made her ass look so fat, or a hairstyle that 
made her ears stick out. Then you’d tell her you liked the way her nose wrinkled up when she got 
mad, and would she bring you a soda from the kitchen? If you don't think this works, you've never 
tried it. (Also see "Lesson Thirteen: Charm is Treating Women Like Little Girls" -- The Book of 
Pook) 


7. Don't get "one-itis." Talk to EVERY girl that catches your eye. Tease them. Let others come 
shooting with you on other weekends (if they promise to behave.) Pretty girls have lots of options--it 
just happens. You can have lots of options, too, but it won't just happen. You'll have to see to that 
yourself. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Dating Advice from a Father 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


SF aes rt Se | talked to Dad about how this girl made 


me feel when I looked at her. He smiled knowingly. 
"Son, she probably won't look that way for long. She might, but don’t count on it. Enjoy looking at 


her for now. But here's some advice: If you want to do more than just look at her, then don't ever talk 
about her good looks or tell her she's beautiful." 


"Why not?" 


"Because everyone else is always doing that, and it gets old. Girls want a challenge, just like boys do. 
They don’t want the same old compliments, they want a challenge." 


"T don't understand." 
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"When you play shortstop, do you want 
the boys on the other team to all strike out every time? No, that would be boring. You want them to 
hit the ball to you, so you can throw them out at first base. Maybe you'll bobble the ball, and the 
batter will get on base, but you want the chance to make a good play, right? If you tell a pretty girl 
she's pretty, you're not hitting the ball to her. You're not giving her any challenge at all. You aren't in 
the game. Get in the game. Hit the ball to her. Give her a challenge." 


Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing" 
"How do I do that?" Dad grinned at me when he heard this. 


"Tease her about something. Say something about her that makes her jaw drop, and then act a little 
surprised at her reaction. But always be calm. Don't ever be mean, but give her brain a little tweak, 
see how she reacts, and then do it again. You're good at thinking on your feet. When a fellow sees a 
girl he likes, he plays with her, only not with a bat and a baseball glove, but with words and body 
language and facial expressions. Do that with this Jenny girl. And never back down, no matter what 
happens. Never break eye contact with her while the two of you are talking—let her be the one to 
look away. Think about it." He saw my face register some comprehension, and he added another 
thought. "Don't worry so much about her. Make sure you have fun. Figure out a way to tease her. 
And have fun." 


Index / Next 
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Letter to His Son (Excerpts) -- by Lord Chesterfield, 1748 


LONDON, September 5, O.S. 1748. 


.... As women are a considerable, or at least a pretty numerous part of company; and as their 
suffrages go a great way toward establishing a man's character in the fashionable part of the world 
(which is of great importance to the fortune and figure he proposes to make in it), it is necessary to 
please them. I will therefore, upon this subject, let you into certain Arcana that will be very useful for 
you to know, but which you must, with the utmost care, conceal and never seem to know. Women, 
then, are only children of a larger growth; they have an entertaining tattle, and sometimes wit; but 
for solid reasoning, good sense, I never knew in my life one that had it, or who reasoned or acted 
consequentially for four-and-twenty hours together. Some little passion or humor always breaks upon 
their best resolutions. Their beauty neglected or controverted, their age increased, or their supposed 
understandings depreciated, instantly kindles their little passions, and overturns any system of 
consequential conduct, that in their most reasonable moments they might have been capable of 
forming. A man of sense only trifles with them, plays with them, humors and flatters them, as he 
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does with a sprightly forward child; but he neither consults them about, nor trusts them with 
serious matters; though 


Click for "Charm is Treating Women Like Little Girls" - Pook 

he often makes them believe that he does both; which is the thing in the world that they are proud of; 
for they love mightily to be dabbling in business (which by the way they always spoil); and being 
justly distrustful that men in general look upon them in a trifling light, they almost adore that man 
who talks more seriously to them, and who seems to consult and trust them; I say, who seems; for 
weak men really do, but wise ones only seem to do it. No flattery is either too high or too low for 
them. They will greedily swallow the highest, and gratefully accept of the lowest; and you may safely 
flatter any woman from her understanding down to the exquisite taste of her fan. Women who are 
either indisputably beautiful, or indisputably ugly, are best flattered upon the score of their 
understandings; but those who are in a state of mediocrity, are best flattered upon their beauty, or at 
least their graces; for every woman who is not absolutely ugly thinks herself handsome; but not 
hearing often that she is so, is the more grateful and the more obliged to the few who tell her so; 
whereas a decided end conscious beauty looks upon every tribute paid to her beauty only as her due; 
but wants to shine, and to be considered on the side of her understanding; and a woman who is ugly 
enough to know that she is so, knows that she has nothing left for it but her understanding, which is 
consequently and probably (in more senses than one) her weak side. But these are secrets which you 
must keep inviolably, if you would not, like Orpheus, be torn to pieces by the whole sex, on the 
contrary, a man who thinks of living in the great world, must be gallant, polite, and attentive to 
please the women. They have, from the weakness of men, more or less influence in all courts; they 
absolutely stamp every man's character in the beau monde, and make it either current, or cry it 
down, and stop it in payments. It is, therefore, absolutely necessary to manage, please, and flatter 
them: and never to discover the less marks of contempt, which is what they never forgive; but in this 
they are not singular, for it is the same with men; who will much sooner forgive an injustice than an 
insult. Every man is not ambitious, or courteous, or passionate; but every man has pride enough in 
his composition to feel and resent the least slight and contempt. Remember, therefore, most carefully 
to conceal your contempt, however just, wherever you would not make an implacable enemy. Men 
are much more unwilling to have their weaknesses and their imperfections known than their crimes; 
and if you hint to a man that you think him silly, ignorant, or even ill-bred, or awkward, he will hate 
you more and longer, than if you tell him plainly, that you think him a rogue. Never yield to that 
temptation, which to most young men is very strong, of exposing other people's weaknesses and 
infirmities, for the sake of either of diverting the company, or showing your own superiority. You may 
get the laugh on your side by it for the present; but you will make enemies by it forever; and those 
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who laugh with you then, will, upon reflection, fear, and consequently hate you; besides that it is ill- 
natured, and a good heart desires rather to conceal than expose other people's weaknesses or 
misfortunes. If you have wit, use it to please, and not to hurt: you may shine, like the sun in the 
temperate zones, without scorching. Here it is wished for; under the Line it is dreaded. 


These are some of the hints which my long experience in the great world enables me to give you; and 
which, if you attend to them, may prove useful to you in your journey through it. I wish it may be a 


prosperous one; at least, I am sure that it must be your own fault if it is not. 


Make my compliments to Mr. Harte, who, Iam very sorry to hear, is not well. I hope by this time he is 
recovered. Adieu! 
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Principles of Seduction 
March 10, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 
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“The moon had been observing the earth close-up longer than anyone. It must have witnessed all of the 
phenomena occurring - and all of the acts carried out - on this earth. 


But the moon remained silent; it told no stories. All it did was embrace the heavy past with a cool, measured 
detachment. 


On the moon there was neither air nor wind. Its vacuum was perfect for preserving memories unscathed. No one 
could unlock the heart of the moon. 


Aomame raised her glass to the moon and asked, “Have you gone to bed with someone in your arms lately?” 
The moon did not answer. 


“Do you have any friends?” she asked. 


The moon did not answer. 
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“Don’t you get tired of always playing it cool?” 
The moon did not answer." 


-- Haruki Murakami, 1084 


Chapter One: Introduction 

Part 1: Dating Advice from a Father 

Part 2: Women, Teasing, Tests, One-itis and Hope 

Part 3: Understanding Women and 'The Rules' for Men 
Part 4: Bad Boys, Alphas, Assholes, Niceguys and Players 


Chapter Two: The Dance 


Part 1: Online Dating - Not! 

Part 2: Finding the Small Pool of Interested Women 

Part 3: The Sexes Approaching Each Other (Eye Contact, Escalating) 

Part 4: There Really Are Only Two Safe Subjects to Talk About with Women 
Part 5: Be a Lover, Not a Provider (Dates & Gifts) 

Part 6: Most Women Don't Want a Man Who Isn't Choosy 


Part 7: You Mean Nothing to a Woman Until You've Had Sex 
Part 8: That First Date at Your Place 


Chapter Three: Mental Frame 

Part 1: Choose Confidence 

Part 2: Women Are Not Able to Get Sex On Demand 
Part 3: Women as "Friends" 


Part 4: Relationship Phases 

Part 5: Don't Argue with Women; Have Power & Choices 

Part 6: No Woman is "Out of Your League" 

Part 7: Raising Your Sexual Status 

Part 8: Women Who Want to Cheat with You 

Part 9: NAWALT, Pre-Nups, Celibacy & Other Types of Bad Advice 
Part 10: Why You Must Never Give a Woman Any Money 


Chapter Four: Her Mental Health 


Part 1: Women are Sick! 
Part 2: Living in La-La-Land 
Part 3: Just Say "No" to Divorced Women and Single Moms 
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Part 4: Breaking Up is About Drama; Passive Aggression & the Female Orgasm 
Part 5: Abusive Behaviour (DV, Stalkers, Sarcasm & Shaming Language) 

Part 6: Women Choosing Losers 

Part 7: Women Have Contradictory Love 

Part 8: Rape Fantasies, Religious Women and Projection 

Part 9: Fat Bottomed Girls 


Part 10: Four Kinds of Women which are More Psycho than Others 
Chapter Five: Culture Matters 
Part 1: Local versus Foreign Women 


Part 2: Humanity Transmitted Through Generations (The Bible, Fatherlessness) 
Part 3: Ritalin and Abusive Schools 


Part 4: Women in Power 

Part 5: Prostitution 

Part 6: The Most Feminacentrist Statement of the 20th Century 

Part 7: Feminism Turns Women into Mere Sex Objects (Advice to Women) 
Part 8: Women Should Cultivate Anything That is a Virtue (Advice to Women) 
Part 9: Boycott Those Who Disrespect Men 


Part 10: Lesbians and Gay Men 
Part 11: Pushing the Limits of Sexual Fantasies 
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One Man's Kingdom 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"Better to live in a desert than with a quarrelsome and ill-tempered wife." -- Proverbs 21:19 


Click Pic for "The Amazon Women (The Science of Why Males Exist)" 
QUOTE: “The abandonment of men in contemporary society is so comprehensive that a man who 
has lost a wife or lover not only suffers from the loss of that deep personal connection, but from a 
fairly comprehensive rejection by society in general. First you lose your wife, then your kids, and 


then even your own family turns against you in many cases (this is a lot more common than most 
people realize. American men’s own mothers very often blame them and side with the ex in what is 
usually a futile effort to maintain contact with grandchildren). 

The thrashing you get from the police and courts is just gratuitous abuse; 


Click for "Male & Female: Equal but Different" 
in many cases guys are simply numb to additional pain by that time.” 


KKK 


I would argue that the sudden and total collapsing of love, as it is presented to men, is evidence of its 
illusion. 


Children are raised on it, women can expect it their whole lives in a watered down sense, but men 
lose all right to it as they come of age. Unfortunately, in the West, no-one ever tells them that this is 
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their heritage as men. They have to learn it the hard way, or go mad refusing to learn it at all. 


Other cultures, particularly those closer to nature, 


AS 


my : 

Click Pic for "Rites of Passage - Making Boys Into Men" 
had rites of passage for young men. The rite usually involved sending the stripling out in the wild, on 
his own. He would be exposed to danger, expected to survive on his own, and could expect no 
assistance. It was a symbolic, and real, exercise to let him know that he was no longer the dependent 
he once was. Young women were never subjected to the same. They belonged to the community, no 
matter their age, their fertility or their ability. 


It is a feature of all men who go wild at women and take it out on innocents, as well as their former 
intimates, that they are still sold on the love illusion — they are men that fervently believe they 
deserve a place in the bosom of society. The trick is maintained for its utility in deceiving men into 
social contracts that are counter to their own interests. 


"Be strong enough to stand alone, 
be yourself enough to stand apart, 
but be wise enough to stand together 
when the time comes" 


—_ ss’ È 74 


Click Pic for "Following the Masculine Principle is the "Right Way" 
It’s the same the world over. Every deal won by trickery has a higher harvest of woe than that done 
with all cards on the table and intentions plainly stated. 
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3K OK ok 


There are a couple of small lakes not far from where I live. One is purple to look at, the other is 
orange. Apparently the difference is due to a tiny presence of minerals — a little of one element in the 
purple lake, and a little of another in the orange one. 


If you were to take a glass of water out of each of them, you wouldn’t be able to tell them apart. They 
taste the same and look the same. A simple laboratory analysis wouldn’t be able to distinguish them — 
only an advanced lab that can detect minute mineral presence and measure it accurately would be 
able to correctly identify which glass of water came from which lake. 


Yet the human eye can spot the difference easily — but only in aggregate. At the microscopic level, 
rather than the macroscopic, the difference is beyond human detection. 


Click Pic for "The Masculine Principle" 


The difference between men and women is also impossible to define in terms of easily spotted 
differences between individuals. The differences between the sexes is too easily obscured by simple 
personality differences. It is only when you look at humanity in aggregate that the difference between 
the sexes is at all obvious. And it is striking. 


This is why feminists can say things like “gender is a social construct” and get away with it. 
Individuals can easily be made to appear similar, regardless of sex. The thing is though, “similar” is 
not “the same”. Often very significant differences cannot be seen unless one steps back from the 
microscopic view and looks again from the macroscopic. It is only then that the difference is glaring. 


1 


-... She is more sensate than man; for were she more spiritual she could never have her culmination point in 


another. Spirit is the true independent. 


Of course every religious view, like every more profound philosophical view, sees woman, despite this difference, 
as essentially identical with man; but it is not foolish enough to forget for that reason the truth of the difference, 
aesthetically and ethically understood." -- Man/Woman, Kierkegaard's Journals 
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QUOTE: "Pm convinced this is the only way to effectively counter the nonsense. It is leading by 
example." 


The thing is, if men leave the building, women will follow. And if men keep walking, women will 
figure out a way to make some sort of association with men again that is agreeable. 


Women are as independent as a tropical fern in a greenhouse in Iceland. 


It doesn’t even have to get to the level of physical performance. Women’s mental character does not 


Click Pic for "The Fish and The Bicycle" 


You can see this when women get divorced. I can, on many levels, understand why women would 
seek independence from marriage — from a male point of view, we understand it — but that’s not what 
they are doing. 


What they are doing is having all sorts of laws passed to force men to continue to support them 
regardless of whether they hold up their part of the bargain or not. Alimony and childsupport are not 
acts of independence. Affirmative actioning better qualified men out of the way so you may have 
their job is not independently surviving in the job market. Expecting society to provide you with 
welfare in case all of these things fail is reverting back to herd-living, the natural domain of the 
Feminine Principle, where they all depend on eachother - but still, this is not independence. When 
they divorce their current husband, in 99% of cases they already have another waiting in the wings. 
Usually, in a very short time, the woman is back into a long-term relationship again where she is once 


again following the dominant lead of a male. Independence never existed. 
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Click for "The Wife of Noble Character" 


Schopenhauer points this out too: ” That woman is by nature intended to obey is shown by the 
fact that every woman who is placed in the unnatural position of absolute independence at once 
attaches herself to some kind of man, by whom she is controlled and governed; this is because 
she requires a master. If she is young, the man is a lover; if she is old, a priest.” 


Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 
The Buddhist philosopher Nichiren said it as well, but slightly differently. There are three phases 


women go through in life, and in each she attaches herself to a man — in the sense that the man is her 
“tool” for her own purposes in society — the first is her father when she is young, then her husband 
during most of her life, and finally to her sons when she is old. Confucious says essentially the same 


thing. And I can certainly attest to the last since my father died. It is now me who she comes to for 
authority since she is without husband. 


"The woman follows the man. In her youth she follows the father and elder brother; when 
married, she follows her husband; when her husband is dead, she follows her son." -- Confucious 


Furthermore, one also has to realize that women were complicit in creating “Patriarchy.” As we’ve 
often pointed out, “patriarchy” is merely another form of matriarchy, because even Patriarchy is 
ultimately for the benefit of women, not men. Women “are” society. Men are on the outside of 
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society. “The herd” is what society is, not the males on the outside trying to seek approval to get back 
in (which they will never be allowed). Men might have controlled the laws in the past, but women 
have always controlled society’s social mores. If women don’t approve, society doesn’t approve, 
because women are society. Men are on the outside looking in. 


If men walk away, women will follow. And if we keep walking, they will keep trying to entice us 
back. And if we still keep walking, they will try even harder until eventually women themselves will 
make it so that “it” works. Patriarchy only existed because women endorsed it themselves and were 
complicit in creating the social mores that made it work. 


P A 


~ 


Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage" 


QUOTE: "Women “are” society. Men are on the outside of society." 
And it is man’s place at the periphery that is our natural home. 


While we concern ourselves with laws, government and social mores, we are intruding upon 
women’s space and women’s affairs — we are auditioning for their approval as — nominally at least — 
their masters (though it is clear on closer examination that all men in such positions are actually 
women’s servants, be they politicians, priests or husbands). 


On the other hand, when a man realizes he is alone in the world, and dependent on nothing but his 
reason, his physical strength and his resolve, his attitude changes. His immediacy to the Absolute 
could not be clearer. The thing the free man most craves — his own sovereignty — is at its closest to 
being realized. It is this state that I refer to as "One Man's Kingdom." 
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Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 
When I say that I am convinced going my own way is the most effective way to counter the 


nonsense, it is not because I believe it will have any material effect on ‘society’ — it is the effect it has 
on the man himself that is undeniable. It is like turning off the television and no longer reading the 
newspapers (which are portals into society, or women’s influence). The calming effect is near 
immediate. The more one works at it, dealing almost solely with Nature, one’s own material needs 
and whatever other problems that concern only the individual — and disengaging from ‘society’ in as 
many ways as possible — it is surprising how readily, and how happily, the submerged male psyche 
rises to the challenge. 


Also surprising is how one develops a keener appreciation of company when one gets the chance, 
even though it can easily be lived without. 


It is better to dwell in a corner of the house top, than with a brawling woman, 
and in a wide house. -- Proverbs 25:24 (KJV) 


Click for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 
At the end of the day, society will always be there and always be unconcerned with the welfare of 
men. Like women who cannot embrace true independence, many men also shy away from it, 
exhausting themselves knocking on the door of women’s world trying to gain admission, never 
stopping to look about them and say “it’s actually not so bad out here by myself!” 
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The world would of course change if a lot of men started doing this, but I have no interest in 
something as abstract as "the world." 


I am far more interested in the small world I live in, and how I can adapt to it, and prosper in it. But I 
am alone in it always. Not being a woman, that actually makes me feel more alive. 


Previous / Index 
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The Want of Men Was Their Ruin 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 
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If men really were as misogynist as women claim, none of this would have ever happened. We 


would've just put them over our knee and given them a righteous paddling until we got our damn 
sammiches made exactly like we wanted 'em. 


The meat ‘thélongs on the 
© bottom! Á 
Click for "The Wife of Noble Character" 


Blinders 


It's the very fact that women have so much social power over men that's the 
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problem - and that's why I, like Weininger, have to say it's ultimately men's fault this happened. 


"Where my exposition is anti-feminine, and that is nearly everywhere, men themselves will 


Click for "The Suffragettes vs The Patriarchy" 
receive it with little heartiness or conviction; their sexual egoism makes them prefer to see 
woman as they would like to have her, as they would like her to be. 


I need not say that I am prepared for the answer women will have to the judgment I have 
passed on their sex. My investigation, indeed, turns against man in the end, and although ina 
deeper sense than the advocates of women's rights could anticipate, assigns to man the heaviest 
and most real blame. ..." 

-- Otto Weininger, Sex and Character, Author's Preface 


Men have blinders on when it comes to women in much the same way mothers have 


E a 
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Click Pic for "A Guide to Birdwatching" 


blinders on them with children. Women naturally see their children as perfect little angels and men 
see women in the same way. Our civilization has been trying to take the female sex off that pedastal 
for the last 3,300 years, (back when Moses was thought to have written the Pentateuch), and it's been 
a struggle to do so the whole way. 
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Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 


"They are the sexus sequior, the second sex in every respect, therefore their weaknesses should 
be spared, but to treat women with extreme reverence is ridiculous, and lowers us in their own 
eyes. When nature divided the human race into two parts, she did not cut it exactly through the 
middle! The difference between the positive and negative poles, according to polarity, is not 
merely qualitative but also quantitative. And it was in this light that the ancients and people of 
the East regarded woman; they recognised her true position better than we, with our old 
French ideas of gallantry and absurd veneration, that highest product of Christian-Teutonic 
stupidity. These ideas have only served to make them arrogant and imperious, to such an extent as to remind one 
at times of the holy apes in Benares, who, in the consciousness of their holiness and inviolability, think they can do 
anything and everything they please." -- Arthur Schopenhauer, On Women, 1851 
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BLAMES PATRIARCHY, FOR 
WOMEN BEING PERCEIVED AS 
NATURAL CARETAKERS 


> DOESN'T KNOW THAT THE FEMINIST; 
STENDER YEARS DOCTRINE,|S;\WHY|WOMEN 
ARE PERCEIVED AS NATURAL CARETAKERS 
Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 
If a child is put to bed at night and keeps getting up every half-hour to ask for a glass of water, who is 
really at fault if the child doesn't get a good night's rest? Certainly the child "did wrong," but the 
parents were more responsible, simply because they didn't finally say, "No more! Go to bed!" 


There's no need to "child-splain" it over and over and there's no need to seek the child's approval. The 


hierarchy of the position is all the justification that is needed. You can decide for yourself if women 
are the most responsible teenagers in the house or if they are the "first mate" to the husband's 
"captain." The captain doesn't mansplain to the first mate trying to convince her to go along either. 
The captain plays his position and the first mate plays hers - but they are not equals, and neither is 
the responsibility. 


“I permit no woman to teach or have authority over men; she is to keep silent. 13For Adam was 


formed first, then Eve; 14and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and became 
a transgressor.” -- | Timothy 2:12-14 


BLAH-BLAH-BLAH -BLAH-BLAH 
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Click Pic for "The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth" 
Adam sinned willingly. 


"Because you listened to your wife, and ate of the tree about which I commanded you..." 
(Adam's Curse) 
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Women aren’t gonna stop eating our lunch because it's “the right thing to do.” They are only gonna 
stop when we stop them from doing it. 


For all those who understand “game,” you certainly must realize that aloof indifference does not stop 
women — it makes them try to be noticed harder. If you ignore them, they will escalate until you do 


pay attention to them. 


And, practitioners of game also should know the rule of “It’s my way or the highway, Toots!” and 
that any man who doesn’t want to be ruined by woman has to learn to say no without bothering to 
explain, and say it often... no... No... NO... NO!!! 


Merely because I said so. 
Just because I want it that way. 
Tough. There’s the door. 


Well, this is merely game on a cultural level. Women really are powerless without us. Everything 
that permits the “you go grrl” culture is provided to women by the indulgence of men. If men left the 


building, women’s vote couldn’t enforce a single thing — because their vote and their rights are not 
based upon “the barrel of a gun,” but rather upon indirect social manipulation of the people holding 


the gun. 


If men leave the building, women will follow. 


When Doing Nothing is Actually Doing Something 


LA friend of mine has a niece living in Ontario who is 
around 18 or 19 years old. Like many girls that age, she met a boy and fell madly in love with him. 
And yes, you guessed it, he is not particularly what one would call a Nice Guy. At any rate, I suppose 
the young couple felt that the world was against them, but none of that mattered because they could 
live on their undying love. So, the girl quit her job, and the two of them packed up her car and ran off 
together with about $1,800 between them. 
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She also skipped out on the payments for their escape vehicle, for which her grandfather had co- 
signed the loan, forcing him to take over the payments. 


Click Pic for "Home Economics" by F. Roger Devlin 

After a few weeks, they wound up in Newfoundland, broke, where they requested some charity of her 
other grandparents who lived there. These grandparents had an old cabin on their property where they 
told her they could stay... the only thing is, the cabin had no electricity or water, and it was March, 


and still very much winter. They had to chop wood for heating & 
z } 
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"Work With the World; Don't Fight Against It" 

cooking and had to carry buckets of water into the cabin from the frozen creek. It didn't take too long 
before the phone calls back home started coming, requesting money to help them out. The answer 
was, "No, get a job." A little while later, more phone calls, "But we don't like chopping wood and 
carrying water!", to which the reply was another simple, "Tough. Get a job!" 


A 


The whole extended family agreed to "do nothing." And in doing so, they very much did "do 
something," didn't they? 


The same strategy can be applied to Western women. As The Eternal Bachelor (used to) have on the 
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top of his blog, "Giving Women the Husbands They Deserve: None!" 


”,..there is no equity between the sexes. They are indispensable one to another, but one is the 
leader and the other led. The ram is the master of the ewe; the reverse would be an aberration and 
monstrosity. The pride of the American women will bring about a reaction; for whatever these 
ladies are they owe to man. If the latter wearies of his generosity and leaves them to their own 
merits, the expiatory plunge will oblige them to measure the immensity of their ingratitude. 


| Click Pic for "The Fish and the Bicycle." 
Nature has willed the subordination of woman. Civilized man dignifies his companion, submits 
willingly to grace, sweetness, frailty, creates for her the right to protection, gives her a privileged 
place. But the condition is such that, if she denies the benefaction and claims to have earned what 
has been given to her and to be indebted to no one, her benefactor may bring this course to an 
abrupt end. 


The illusion consists in this: superiority constitutes a moral duty on the part of the superior 
towards the inferior, but inferiority does not constitute any legal right on the part of the inferior 
over the superior. Generosity is beautiful and noble, but it is optional; the cripple who demands 
that he should be carried dispels one's desire to aid him. Man enjoys protecting woman, but when 
woman imperatively summons him to serve and protect her, he whom an entreaty would have 
softened loses his inclination at once. 


By substituting the legal sphere for the moral sphere, the emancipation of women will desiccate 
society, as legal charity destroys real charity, as love by command would sterilise the marriage-bed. 
-- In asking more than civil equality and economic equality, women are playing a dangerous game. 
Equality in services will be demanded of them, and this will serve them right.” -- The Intimate 
Journal of Henri Amiel, August 8, 1876 
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Click Pic for "Social Strategy: Why Men Shouldn't Argue with Women" 

There is no point in arguing and trying to convince women to see the light. That door was closed 
decades ago. Essentially, women "are" society, and what their wants are is what society's wants are. 
What women find disagreeable, society finds disagreeable. They are "the herd" and males either serve 
their purposes or they are ejected from it. But women also don't understand cause and effect very 


well. The only way to get women to see that it's in their benefit to have men respected is to make 
them suffer the consequences of treating men so poorly. Since women control our 


ae 


"Where have all the REAL men gone?" 


social mores, once having men dis-empowered in society starts to harm them directly, there will be 
no stopping them in agitating for men to be re-empowered. 


As much as women like to say that men don’t leave them alone, if the men said “fine, see ya” and 
actually left, the women would follow us to the ends of the earth. 
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Meat on top is just plain wierd! 
Click Pic for "The Family Plot: The Future (Civil Unions and Shared Parenting)" 
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Click Pic for "Following the Masculine Principle is the 'Right Way" 
And if they don’t... tough. 


It’s such a joke for women to come around and try to con us into believing how much we want and 
need them. They find guys who are busy with other things and completely ignoring them, and try to 
intrude and take over. This is the entire history of “feminine-ism.” 


And, herein lies the proof of the big lie, and the big paradox for women. Accusations that men don’t 
care only work when men do care. In order to get his mind in the right frame where he can attract 
women, he has to reach the place where he no longer cares if he does or not — and in many cases 
“not” starts to win. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Liberation of Men 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


To the woman he said, "J will make your pains in childbearing very 
severe; with painful labor you will give birth to children. Your desire will be for your husband, and 
he will rule over you." 


Click Pic for "Love is for Suckers... Blood Suckers!" 

To Adam he said, "Because you listened to your wife and ate fruit from the tree about which I 
commanded you, 'You must not eat from it,' "Cursed is the ground because of you; through 
painful toil you will eat food from it all the days of your life. It will produce thorns and thistles for 
you, and you will eat the plants of the field. By the sweat of your brow you will eat your food until 
you return to the ground, since from it you were taken; for dust you are and to dust you will 
return." -- Genesis 3:16-19 


And so it has been ever since, until feminism convinced women to unwittingly take on men's curse as 


their own. 


And what's a man to do about it, after all? Despite corporate and feminist attempts at designing 
various ways for emasculated males to take on the pains of child-birth, there can never be a true 


understanding for males of what it is like to give birth. This is women's curse, and it is their curse 
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alone to bear, for it is impossible for men to share equally with her in it - even if men were so stupid 
to want to. 


f Apparently though, this is not the case in 
reverse, for women seem to not only be agreeable to take on man's curse, but they are downright 
using every bit of power their feminine wiles can muster to force it into social and legal acceptance, 
and if it tosses men aside in the meantime, then so be it! Ever heard about Tom Sawyer & 
Huckleberry Finn and the great whitewashing of the fence fiasco? Well, this situation is similar, 
except that the one's holding the short end of the stick (men) aren't the one's doing the manipulating! 


No, in the situation of men's curse, it is actually the women that are manipulating behind the scenes 
for the curse of toil and labour, without any real encouragement (nor discouragement) from the 
males. Apparently, women are demanding to alleviate men from their curse. Well, gosh and golly, I 
suggest that the slaves Jet them! What slave on the plantation would scorn his master for demanding 
the slave work less, so that his master may reap the benefits of being a cotton-picker? 


But, it's not all quite so simple. Perhaps we should look at this a little closer. 


Doing the Math 


his morning, as I was watching the 
Business News Network (B.N.N.), Rona Ambrose, the Canadian Minister for the Status of Women 
(S.O.W.), trumpeted out the same old tired song about women on executive boards once more. The 
refrain goes like this: "Research has shown that having more women on executive boards is good for 
the economy. Therefore..." 
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Really? Is that so? Or is it simply that when you only consult advocacy researchers from an 
ideologically driven and politically activist arm of academia (Women's Studies), you will only 
receive results that are consistent with their ideology? 
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Click Pic for "Peer Reviewed Research: The Holy Grail of Truth?" 

For example, since the stock market crashed back in 2008-2009, the Business News Network has 
relentlessly trumpeted that women who were investment managers fared better than men, because 
women are more "risk averse." And this is true, so long as you cherry-pick through your research and 
ignore any factors which don't support your ideology. The real truth of the story, however, is that 
while female investment managers lost less money during the crash than male investment managers, 
in the run-up to the crash, women also created less wealth because of their aversion to risk. All you 
have to do is run a few numbers to see what a fraud the Business News Network is promoting as 
"fact." 


For example, if a man invests $10,000 and averages a return of 9% a year for 8 years, he will have 
$19,926. Then when the economy collapses and he loses 20% of it, he will be left with $15,941. And, 
if, during the same time frame, a woman invests $10,000 and averages a return of 6%, after eight 
years she will have $15,938. When the economy collapses and she loses only 10% because of her 
aversion to risk, she will have $14,345 left. Hmmm... so, sure, during the market crash, it appears 
that she "out-performed" because she lost only 10% as opposed to the man's 20% loss, but overall, 
you would still be better off with the man's pot of cash than with the woman's. In fact, the man still 
earned 11.1% more than her during the same time frame. These are quite some "facts" media shills 
like the Business News Network are promoting, aren't they? Indeed, making less money than men 
shows how superior women are, so long as the real facts are distorted and hidden. Makes you wonder 
why anyone would watch such a channel trying to learn "the facts," doesn't it? I guess they are trying 
to make sure that women aren't oppressed by math. 
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Another ideologically driven "fact" that gets bandied about is that women somehow bring more ethics 
and morality to the workplace - especially when they are on the board of directors of major 
companies. This "women are more ethically pure fact” is just more smoke and mirrors, since it has 
long been known that while men are more prone to break the law with crimes of violence, women 
break the law in greater numbers than men in crimes of deceit, such as perjury, fraud and 
embezzlement. The shucksters in academia and the media get their "Women are more morally pure" 
trope from the fact that women are prosecuted less for these crimes of deceit than men are. Women 
are also given far lighter sentences for the same crime when they are actually convicted (this is true 
of all crimes), and so it is that there are more men in prison for crimes of deceit than women, even 
though women commit the majority of deceit crimes. 


"Men receive sentences that are 63 percent higher, on average, than their female counterparts. 


females arrested for a crime are also significantly more likely to avoid charges and convictions 
entirely, and twice as likely to avoid incarceration if convicted." 


This is indeed an interesting fact that insinuates many things about our society and our notions of 
"equality under the law," but in no way does it stand as valid research which proves women's ethical 
and moral purity is greater than men's. For these very women who release such "facts" which are 
obviously lies in themselves, it illustrates something very negative about their ethics and morals in 
the first place, wouldn't you agree? 
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Who needs a dollar, 


When you have 
76 cents? 


oA. J 
O aa yes, my goodness, I know, women only receive $0.76 for every 
dollar a man earns! This has been debunked so many times by so many people that I feel rather 
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foolish even mentioning it, but here we are. Women are not paid $0.76 for doing the exact same work 
as men, (this has been illegal in America since the Equal Pay Act back in 1963) rather, because of the 
choices women make and the lesser hours they actually work throughout their "careers," they only 
earn 76% of the wages that men do. 


aasia magine for a moment that there are two young boys, Jack and Tom. 


Both are eight years old and have identical abilities in every possible way. Both of them have a dream 
to be accepted to the basketball team when they enter university, and so they start practicing for when 
the day comes that they will be given the opportunity to try out for the team by shooting hoops each 
day after school. 
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Jack dedicates himself by shooting hoops 
for 60 minutes every day. Tom, however, has taken it upon himself to also have a paper route so he 
can earn a little pocket-money, and in order to make the time for delivering his papers, he only 
practices for 45 minutes a day. After four years of practice, 12 year old Jack will have spent 1,460 
hours practicing as opposed to Tom's 1,095 hours, and by now, Jack is able to put the ball through the 
hoop with 8 out of every 20 attempts. Tom, however, is only able to sink 6 out of every 20 attempts, 
because he practiced less than Jack. 


Out of frustration at his lack of performance, Tom wonders if perhaps 
basketball isn't for him after all, and so he quits practicing and takes up karate instead, while Jack 
continues shooting hoops faithfully for 60 minutes a day. 
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But after three years of karate, the now 15 year old Tom decides that he 
really did like basketball better than karate after all, and so he quits his karate classes and resumes 
practicing hoops for 45 minutes a day. At this point, after 2,555 hours of practice, Jack is able to sink 
14 baskets out of 20, but Tom, who hasn't practiced at all in the last three years and is now a bit rusty, 
is only able to make 5 out of 20 baskets. But, both boys continue practicing for the next three years 
until they finally enter college and are able to try out for the team. By now, Jack has spent 3,650 
hours practicing and he can sink 20 out of 20 shots every time and he easily gets accepted onto the 
team. Tom, however, has spent only 1,916 hours practicing over the past ten years and is only able to 
make 10 shots out of 20... and so he doesn't make the team. 


The two boys were of identical ability, remember, and their outcomes were different only because of 
the choices each boy made throughout the past ten years. Had Tom made the same choices as Jack, 
he probably would have made the team too. 


It's pretty easy to see how this translates to the workplace. Is Tom only getting "paid" $0.50 for each 
$1.00 Jack makes? Nope, he's getting paid exactly what he deserves. Is there a patriarchal basketball 
players club conspiring behind the scenes to keep Tom off the team? No again. Choices have 
consequences. What a revolutionary concept! 

, 


a 
THE 


DOCTOR 
SOUT 


Click for "The Suffragettes versus The Marketplace" 
June 2003 - More than half of all students taking up scarce places at medical school are women 
- yet, after 10 years, 60 per cent of them have given up, leaving a huge hole in the NHS. The 


same goes for teaching. 
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September 2012 - Rising numbers of women doctors working part time present a “huge risk” to 
the NHS, the General Medical Council is warning, with hospitals potentially having to emplo 
many more foreign-trained medics to plug gaps. 


WOMEN 


Like men, 
only\cheaper. 


All you need to know about how false the $0.76 propaganda which academic and media charlatans 
like BNN spews forth is this: If it were true that women only made 76% of the wages as men for 
doing the exact same thing with the exact same efficiency, then there would be no shortage of people 
who would simply buy a company, fire all the men, and replace them with the far cheaper labour of 
women. They would make money hand over fist while putting the competition out of business for 
secretly conspiring behind the scenes to pay men more than women. It's such a simple formula for 
success that it's amazing no one has thought of it before, eh? 


Equal Opportunity or Equal Outcomes? 


You can see the fraud of feminist "academics" and the media's complicity in perpetuating their lies 
fully exposed by the way they reported on Wal-Mart's recent Supreme Court case, regarding whether 
there was "a culture of discrimination" against women in their organization. Keep in mind that even 
though Wal-Mart successfully defended themselves, they did not entirely "win" either. It was because 
feminist lawyers tried to launch a class-action suit that the Supreme Court said there was no definite 
policy at Wal-Mart which favoured men over women, and thus they did not entirely throw the law- 


suit out, but rather said that it must be dealt with in the lower courts on a more individual basis. 
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d how did the BNN cover this story? 
Why, in order to get a "balanced and unbiased" view on the decision, they interviewed a feminist 
from Eastern Canada and another feminist from Western Canada. (Gee, I guess degrees in Journalism 
are about as useless as degrees in Women's Studies). The consensus was that this culture of 
discrimination against women was allowed to persist because there were too many of those dastardly, 
right-leaning men on the Supreme Court, still perpetuating the infamous "Old Boys Club." But don't 
worry, they pointed out that soon Obama will be able to stuff a couple more of these "morally and 
ethically pure" women onto the Supreme Court, so that when a case like this is inevitably brought 


before the court again, the decision will be in favour of women. 


What they glossed over completely, however, was the absurdity of the argument itself, and the dire 
implications it would have had on Wal-Mart, as well as every other company in America, and they 
failed to extrapolate the implications further to its effect on the economy over-all. 


Click Pic for "Feminizing the Decline' 
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One of the core arguments of the lawsuit was that men were promoted 
to management positions ahead of women because women were unable to work as many hours as 
men. They also claimed women could not as easily move to undesirable locations where they would 
more easily advance their careers - because of the other responsibilities women had outside of the 
workplace, such as caring for children or elderly parents. 


In other words, if we take this back to our basketball example with Jack and Tom, the argument 
becomes that since Tom had other things to do besides practice shooting hoops, such as his paper 
route and karate classes, the university had no right to "discriminate" against him for only being able 
to make 50% of the baskets as Jack, and both boys should be equally accepted to the team, regardless 
of their actual performance abilities. 


That's literally what was being argued in this Wal-Mart case. Because women have other 
responsibilities that are completely not related to the workplace, it is workplace discrimination for 
them not to receive promotions and pay commensurate to those who actually did work more hours 
and made more sacrifices which advanced their careers. 


Thus, if the BNN were actually in the business of reporting the facts, and Wal-mart had actually lost 
their case, rather than reporting it as a "triumph for women," they would have been more accurate to 
report it as follows: 


"Wal-Mart Forced to Replace Top-Notch Management with Mediocre Employees. Long-Term 
Outlook for Stock Valuations is Grim!" 


This is not a slam against women, this is simply the truth. It wouldn't matter if the employees were 
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male or female. If you take employees willing to work 60 hours a week and relocate wherever they 
need to, and replace them with employees only willing to work 40 hours a week and only in desirable 
locations, it doesn't matter which gender, you would be severely handicapping the company. 


In the same way, if Jack and Tom's university would insist that out of the five basketball players on 
the court, at least two players who are capable of making 20 out of 20 baskets must be replaced with 
players only capable of making 10 out of 20 baskets, the performance of the team would suffer - 
especially against teams that are not burdened in the same way. It is pretty easy to see the numbers. If 
five players take 100 shots and 100 of them go through the basket, such a team will far out-perform a 
team that can only make 80 out of 100 baskets, which is exactly what would happen if the team were 
to replace two players at Jack's 100% ratio with two players at Tom's 50% ratio. 


And you thought globalization and cheap foreign labour was the only reason the Western World is 
falling behind the Developing World, eh? 


Equal or "Equal?" (Wink! Wink!) 


"Differences [between men and 
women], including the products of social inequality, make unequal treatment not unequal at all." 
-- Catharine MacKinnon, "Reflections on Sex Equality Under Law," Yale Law Journal, 1991 


When the Status of Women Canada, the "academic" juggernaut of Women's Studies, and the 
Business News Network (BNN) continually make the case that more women deserve to be on 
executive boards regardless of their abilities (due to outside choices women themselves are making in 
their lives), you will discover they never argue that it extends that women also, therefore, deserve to 
be equally represented in jobs that don't carry prestige and high pay. After all, when was the last time 
Minister Rona Ambrose got on the TV and argued how ridiculous it is that women make up less than 
10% of the garbage collectors in the 
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country? 


I mean, you would think the government would want women to take on more of the low prestige, 
dangerous and dirty jobs, since careless and clumsy men are accounting for over 90% of all 
workplace injuries and deaths. The government and Canadian employers would save billions a year 
in Worker's Compensation expenses by increasing the amount of women in these types of jobs. This 
is simple feminist math. If over 90% of all workplace injuries and deaths are males, then if we 
increase the amount of women in these positions to 50%, we will reduce such injuries and deaths by 
around half as well! It's so simple! 


Of course, you know I am being facetious. 


But seriously, what does anyone think will happen to the men who are in these high paying, 
prestigious jobs such as CEO or Chairman of the Board? When the government of Norway made it 
law that all corporate boards must have at least 40% women, do you think they simply created more 
positions and only hired women until they made up 40%, or did they keep the amount of positions the 
same, fire the required amount of men, and then replaced them with women? I think you know the 
answer without my stating it. 
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Click Pic for "Male and Female: Equal But Different" 
What you find in the workforce is the same that you will find almost everywhere else when you 
compare men and women. While our averages are pretty close to the same, how we reach those 


averages 1s quite different. 


For example, men and women both have similar averages of IQ, however there is far greater 
variability in male IQ than in the female IQ, which is clustered around the mean in greater intensity 
than with males. Thus, even though we have similar averages in IQ, there are far more males who 
inhabit the areas of extremely high IQ and extremely low IQ. This translates also into the workforce, 
where you will find that the very powerful and wealthy (like CEO's or those on executive boards) are 
mostly male, and also that most of the very poor, like the homeless, are male (85% of the homeless 
are males). 


It's not only intellectually dishonest to selectively observe only the men who have risen to the top 
while at the same time ignoring the men that have fallen through the floor, but it is also socially 
irresponsible. It's like taking the examples of Denzel Washington and Will Smith as successful and 
powerful black millionaires, and therefore claiming there is no poverty problem in the Black 
Community. But this is exactly what is done every single time that "our betters" in the government, 
academia, and the media address women in the workplace. 


If, as a society, we are going to boot out qualified men from top 
positions to make way for less qualified and less motivated women, it will cause a chain reaction all 
the way down and increase the amount of those at the bottom. After all, if those who would have 
merited an executive board position are restricted from achieving those levels, they will be stuck 
being over-qualified and underpaid at the middle-management level, where again, they will be 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 327 of 744 


; = ‘displacing those who should have merited middle 
management pastiang and forcing those men downwards to lower management and basic employee 
status. Thus, the men currently in those lowest of positions will be losing their jobs and sleeping on 
the streets. 


The Return of Aristocracy 


It's not hard to see that if fully qualified men are displaced from high level prestigious positions, to be 
replaced with less qualified, less motivated women - while at the same time ignoring the fact that 
women are not equally represented in the less desirable positions like garbage collector, ditch digger, 
or enemy moving target - we will be returning to an aristocratic class structure in society, except 
based on gender rather than bloodline. 


Again, it is just simple math. If women only replace men at the top, in the most prestigious and well 
paying of jobs, then you are virtually guaranteed to increase the amount of men in the dredges of the 
workforce, or drive those men out of the workforce entirely and into the streets. 
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Click Pic for "The Secret to Life: Shut Up and Shovel the Fuckin' Gravel" 
Quite frankly, men would be twits if they continued working their tails off 60 hours a week trying to 
get ahead in the corporate rat race, if they had no chance of making it because a woman who only 
works 40 hours a week will be preferred for the job anyways. It will very quickly become that men 
will simply stop trying to be successful in those jobs at all and abandon them en masse for jobs where 
they don't have to put up with such nonsense. 


You don't think that will happen? Have a look at how men have virtually disappeared from the 
teaching profession since every man in close proximity to a child has become viewed as a pedophile. 
Men simply said, "No thanks," and moved on to other professions. 


In a generation or two, you will see the class distinction between men and women quite clearly. 


Women: Good paying, high prestige jobs in air-conditioned offices. Men: Shutting up and shoveling 
the gravel to keep the electricity on and the sewers working. That's some "equality." 


Hypergamy and the End of Marriage 
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Click for "The Family Plot: The Present (No Fault Divorce and Hypergamy)" 
The essence of hypergamy is that women "marry up" while men "settle down." Thus, we see in 
society that, while men are not necessarily "better" than women in general, women do insist that the 


men they marry are "better" than they are. Male doctors marry female nurses. Male lawyers marry 


female secretaries. Male factory workers marry the waitress at the diner, and so on. Conversely 
however, female CEO's do not marry auto-mechanics, but rather, they tend to seek out a mate who is 
"higher" than she is. The problem is, when you are a female who is near the top of the economic food 
chain, there are very, very few males who meet this criteria, and of the ones that are actually around, 
hypergamy dictates that those males are attractive to all the different levels of females below him. 
Not only are there slim romantic pickings for women at the top, but they have to stand in line with, 
oh, about a gajillion other women for the only men they are attracted to. 


Now, many women counter this by saying that they "had to" marry upwards, because it was the only 
way they could be socially and financially mobile under the dreaded Patriarchy. If men were just to 
step aside and make room for women at the top, things would change. It's too bad that this is not the 
case though. In fact, there is much evidence that it is not men's super-sized egos that demands they 
must earn more money than their wives, but rather it is women themselves that are angry at husbands 
who don't earn as much money and thus, they aren't "pulling their weight." This is further evidenced 
by "kitchen-bitch" marriages, where the roles are reversed with a female breadwinner and the man 
being more focused on the home. The divorce statistics for regular marriages are bad enough, but in 
kitchen-bitch marriages, divorce rates sky-rocket to 90% - yes, that high! 


Click Pic for "Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained)" 
Hypergamy is a very real force to be reckoned with - especially if we are to continue shoe-horning 


women into top positions of power and wealth. If we create an aristocratic class of women and a 
peasant class of men, then marriage - as screwed up and broken as it already is - will pretty much 
grind to a complete halt. The prince marries the maiden Cinderella who scrubs her step-mother's 
floors, remember? Snow White did not marry one of the Seven Dwarves. 


Perhaps now you can understand why men work their tails off more than women to have a successful 
career. It fulfills women's hypergamy and makes men sexually attractive to women, whereas women 
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are not considered either more nor less sexually attractive because of their social and financial status. 
They don't have near the motivation for it as men do! Furthermore, women are not socially 
considered to be deadbeats if they are not economic performers, nor are they considered to be "bums" 
if they take a few years off and let their husbands fully support them while they pursue other things 
they want in life. Working, for men, is not a choice like it is for many women. Either men work or 
they become invisible. It only makes sense then, that men will put in more effort to make their jobs 
"work" for them, while women, who have other options, will not view the workplace with the same 
intensity as men. 


"Only 14 percent of female middle managers aspire to be CEO; the figure is 45 percent for 
middle managers who are male." -- Newsletter of the Women's Freedom Network, Spring 1997 


Mutilated Beggars 


uring the economic crisis in 2008 
and 2009, we termed the resulting recession as "the mancession" because the vast majority of the jobs 
lost were those done by men. If I remember correctly, it was three men losing a job to every woman 
who became unemployed. 


But, when the economic stimulus was injected into the economy, they had feminists appearing on the 
Business News Network (BNN), madder than wet hens that women were not equally receiving 
stimulus money as men. It really did make sense that more money was spent on men's jobs than 
women's, since those were the vast majority of the unemployed, but feminists demanded 50/50 
equality in the spending of stimulus funds. See how this works? America had become A Woman's 
Nation because they finally outnumbered men in the workforce, and they were so gracious about it 
that they cackled and laughed and wrote about The End of Men, spitting in men's faces when they 
were down. But when it came time to deal with the problem and get men back on their feet, they 
screamed and wailed that they were victims for not receiving equal funds - funds they did not need 


nearly so much as men. 
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Click Pic for "The Mutilated Beggar Argument" 
And further, when people mentioned that a lot of those men were supporting families, you could 
almost see the hatred spill from the now ex BNN news anchoress, Kim Parlee's eyes, matching the 
spirit of her "unbiased" panel: a gaggle of feminists pulling The Mutilated Beggar argument. You see, 
women support their families too! Therefore, it was sexist to insinuate that it was higher priority to 
put those men back to work instead of women. 


Except... let's not forget that, at the behest of feminist and media brainwashing, we now claim that 
"all families are equal." 


But they aren't. 


When we talk of men and their families, we are talking about a man, a woman, and the children they 
might have together. When we talk of women and their families, however, we are talking about a 
single or divorced woman and the children she has. The man is non-existent in this paradigm. 
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But does that mean that man has truly ceased to exist? 


Nope, what it means is that the man, whose job was taken by a woman, is now sleeping down by the 
river beneath a bridge. 


You see, men take care of themselves, women and children. But women? They take care of only 
themselves and children, while leaving the man to fend for himself. Thus, if you wanted to benefit the 
most people in society with jobs, you would first give the work to men who then turn over their 
paychecks to their wives. This simply does not work the same way in reverse. 


This Way to See the Great Egress! 


There is a great old story about PT Barnum. One of his shows was so successful that the crowds were becoming 
dangerous. People were so packed that there was a real danger of some of them getting trampled. So, he had his 
carnies open some of the gates and his barkers start shouting "This way to see the great EGRESS!" The herd surged 
through the gates and found out that "egress" means "exit." 


ALi ET vaw i aA 


Click Pic for "The EN versus The Marketplace" 
Feminism has done far more to liberate men than it has to liberate women, although most men don't 
think it has at first glance. 


All throughout history, men have had the curse of having to work. Society greatly enforced the 
"gender role" of men being the breadwinner who then passes on "the bread" to females. Up until the 
feminist revolution of the past fifty or so years, the only men who got away with being socially 
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acceptable without tying themselves to the responsibilities of a job, a marriage, and supporting a wife 
and children, were eccentric rich men. For the rest, if you didn't follow in the condoned path you 
were considered a social outcast. But remember, men only need to expend around 20-30% of their 
labour ability in order to survive - when yoked to a woman and children, the excess went to them, not 
to the man. 


Click for "The Amazon Women (The Science of Why Males Exist)" 
Women are as independent as a tropical fern in a greenhouse in Iceland. This goes all the way back to 


when we were living in caves. When the woman heard a rustling outside, she pushed her caveman out 
first, using him as a shield to check if it was a sabre tooth tiger. Once the area outside of the cave was 
secure, the woman took over the immediate area around the cave while she sent the man further out 
into the dangers of the wilderness to hunt mammoths and bring her back some meat for dinner. Once 
the male has made things safe and easy, the woman takes over and pushes the man away, insisting he 
move on and make more things safe and easy... and when he succeeds in doing it, she takes over that 
space too! 


The same thing happens in the workplace. Work was never been "fun" for men. It has been 
oppressive and often downright dangerous. The 50 some odd men who gave their lives so that the 
Hoover Dam could provide electricity for women and make their lives much easier probably didn't 
feel overwhelmed with their "patriarchal power." But, as soon as men make a certain area of the 
workforce safe and pleasant, women immediately move in and claim they were "oppressed" by not 
having the opportunity to do such work throughout history. Today, women are not claiming they are 
being "oppressed" by not being represented in great numbers in the construction industry. But this 
kind of work is often dangerous and dirty, climbing around on roofs and scaffolding while pounding 
away with a hammer and being exposed to all sorts of inclement weather. However, once 
construction work becomes so computerized, safe and pleasant that one can build a house by sitting 
in an air-conditioned box, pushing buttons while gabbing mindlessly with one's friends, women will 
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claim they have been "oppressed" throughout history for being "denied" the opportunity to do such 
work, and they will force the men out so that they may exercise their girl power. 


I say, "Let them!" 


Sure, men still have to find some work to do in order to provide for themselves, but so long as they 
aren't attached to women and children - which feminism has done everything possible to make 
happen - they really don't need to work that hard. If you don't get saddled down with debt for a 
useless degree, or a useless McMansion, or a useless wife who secretly hates your guts, but rather 
find something decent to do like being an electrician or a plumber, you could easily save up enough 
money by 35 or 40 to run off to Mexico or 


Click for "The Fish and the Bicycle" 
Thailand and live like a king, never having to be a wage slave again. 


Women are demanding to have our curse because "They don't need no Ma-yan!" 
Let them take it! 


Work sucks! A bad day of fishing is better than a good day at work! 


You Go, Grrrls! Men have better things to do! 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Work With the World, Don't Fight Against It 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Sometimes, success can kill 


Something I think men will have to come 
to terms with is that when the pendulum inevitably swings back, what actual benefit do men think 
this will have for them? Will it bring that fabled equality everyone is seeking? Will everyone join 
hands and sing kumbaya and live happily ever after? Will the planets align and Heaven on Earth 
make itself apparent to man and woman alike? 


Not likely. 


For example, it is easy to point out that when feminists cry of the abuses of women in places like 
Afghanistan, if you look at the men they are treated even worse. And, if you look at the “abuses” 
women endured in the past centuries, you will find that in every situation, men had even worse 
abuses to endure. It is a feature of human nature. It's just like no matter at what place, or in what 
time, children are always treated better than adults — it’s just the way humanity works. 


So, after Feminism subsides, how will things change? Do you really think it will be any different? 
Women will still be treated better than men. They have been since the dawn of time, and they will be 
until closing time. 
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Click for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House" 

This is why it is so dangerous to try to set up things like lobby groups and government bureaucracies 
to oversee the welfare of men and boys. It is so open ended, and because of the very nature of 
humanity, means they could perpetually justify their existence until it becomes just another 
oppressive, statist organization that harms everyone but themselves. It’s so freakin’ open ended and 
fights a never-ending battle against nature that how could it not be a disaster? If I start a lobby group 
to “stop the tide” I will forever be able to show the demand for my group is real, because the battle is 
still not won. See, here comes the tide again. Gimme more power to fight it! 


Far better, if you must support some organization, that they have a clear mission statement and 
acknowledge they will disband after achieving their goal. (Ie. Fighting to remove Bill C-79 from the 
legislature). 


"Be strong enough to stand alone, 
be yourself enough to stand apart, 


but be wise enough to stand together 


when the time comes" 


Click for "Following the Masculine Principle is the 'Right Way" 
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But then, what are the actual goals that men want? 


No matter what happens, compared to women, men will still be treated as “lesser” than females. That 
is simply a feature of human nature that can’t be changed no matter how many laws are made or 


discarded, nor how many lobby groups are formed to fight the tides. 


Accepting this as true does not mean admitting defeat. It means working with the way the world IS, 
rather than fighting against it. It does not mean men cannot try to create or remove laws which make 
their lives better — but no matter what happens, at the end of it all, men will still be treated relatively 


worse than the females in society are. 


God grant me 


SERENITY 


to accept the things J cannot change 


CORAGE 


to change the things J can and 


WISDOM 


to know the difference 
if The Serenity Prayer comes to mind here: 


"God grant me the serenity 

to accept the things I cannot change; 
courage to change the things I can; 
and wisdom to know the difference. 


Living one day at a time; 

Enjoying one moment at a time; 
Accepting hardships as the pathway to peace; 
Taking, as He did, this sinful world 

as it is, not as I would have it; 

Trusting that He will make all things right 
if I surrender to His Will; 

That I may be reasonably happy in this life 
and supremely happy with Him 

Forever in the next. 

Amen." 
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As I said in the beginning of this book, although I speak of Biblical concepts throughout these pages, 


this is not an attempt to be a "Christian apologist" nor to convince you to go to church. Studying our 
culture necessarily includes examining the religion which was instrumental in its founding. 


The concept of prayer is psychologically profound. The very act of doing so is humbling - it 
immediately places you in the mental frame of realizing you are not in control of the world, but are 
merely a part of it. You cannot pray to God and believe you are God at the same time. By the act of 
prayer you are psychologically admitting that certain things are above you, and are out of your ability 
to control. 


Click Pic for "The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth" 
This is something we are warned about in other places as well. The myth of Icarus warns us of not 


believing we are so grandiose that we find ourselves flying too close to the sun. The Garden of Eden 
is easily described as the Relative Truth we create in our own brains convincing ourselves to ignore 
the Absolute Truth that exists in reality. 


As discussed with the concept of "Rising Up from Being Beasts of the Field," our brains "rise up" the 
more we calm down our "animalness" and use our reasoning cortex to "think." It is the ability of 
humans to think and reason - to question and explore and learn - that separates us from the rest of the 
Animal Kingdom. It is the very act of "seeking the Truth" that makes us human, for no other animal 
does this in the manner which we can do. 


1 - God's Law = Absolute Truth 
2 - Natural Law = Objective Truth 
3 - Civil Law = Subjective Truth 


We need all of them to really use our brains. We "explore" things. This is using the Subjective to 
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allow us to examine the Objective. We need to question what we see around us - Columbus needed to 
start speculating on the earth being round first, before he could prove it actually was. He questioned 
the Objective with the Subjective. By doing so, the Absolute Truth revealed itself to us - we 
discovered not only that the earth was round, but that the entire heavens were structured differently. 
This becomes the new Objective Truth - and for now, it must contain the Subjective as it continues to 
question and question, until more Absolute Truths reveal themselves to us. Perhaps we'll one day 
discover the true concept of the universe, including its origins. Then we'll have to re-order all the 
truths again... and so on... and so on... and we will keep "rising up." 


But it's important for us to be anchored in the proper way. If we let the Subjective dictate the 
Objective, we get the Soviet Bureacracies in Moscow decreeing to farmers thousands of miles away 
in Siberia, that the crops MUST be planted on this calendar day - regardless of whether the ground 
was frozen or not. People die when we start doing that. 


"Totalitarianism, however, does not so much promise an age of faith as an age of 
schizophrenia. A society becomes totalitarian when its structure becomes flagrantly artificial: 
that is, when its ruling class has lost its function but succeeds in clinging to power by force or 
fraud. Such a society, no matter how long it persists, can never afford to become either tolerant 
or intellectually stable... 


Totalitarianism demands, in fact, the continuous alteration of the past, and in the long run 
probably demands a disbelief in the very existence of objective truth." -- George Orwell 


The Declaration of Independence, I think, is such a good example of how "the truth" is supposed to 
work. 
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Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Republic" 

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by 
their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are Life, Liberty and Pursuit of 
Happiness. That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among men...” — United States 
Declaration of Independence 


First, they declare the self-evident truth (The Objective) - for that is as high as man can go. Then they 
declare with it the Creator exists (The Absolute), who grants inalienable rights (The Objective), and 
governments (The Subjective) are instituted amongst men to protect them (The Objective). The 
government's civil laws are to be subordinate to the higher truths. It's not that things can't change - it's 
just anchored in a way that makes it difficult to do so. 


"If God did not exist, it would be neccessary to invent him." -- Voltaire 


In totalitarian constitutions your rights are granted to you by the government through its laws (the 
Subjective), and there is no authority higher than the government. 


“The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize that, in the enjoyment of those rights provided 
by the State... the State may subject such rights only to such limitations as are determined by law.” 


— Article Four of the UN Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 


What the State gives, the State can take away. 
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You Are Not God - Learn To Observe Without Judging 
I suspect the "original sin" is allowing our lower brain to lead our higher brain, for then we lose our 
anchor to reality and revert back to living like animals. Often, I wonder if the Garden of Eden story is 
actually about evolution - that when mankind's brain started evolving enough, he discovered that re- 
ordering the truth in such a manner led to... well... humanity. 


The Bible tells us that we have to struggle against evil but that WE will never conquer it. Only God is 
powerful enough to rid the world of evil. In the meantime, we have to accept the way the world is and 
learn to live in it. If we don't, we'll go crazy trying to pretend we're in control of everything. This is a 
profound way of thinking, similar to the Constitution. 


I hold the following truths to be self-evident: I am not Jesus Christ - it's not my destiny to save the 


world from itself. My job is to live in this world and keep seeking the Truth - then follow it as closely 
as possible once it has been discovered, for this is the best place to exist. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Following the Masculine Principle is the "Right Way" 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


= _ "Totalitarianism, however, does not so 
much promise an age of faith as an age of schizophrenia. A society becomes totalitarian when 
its structure becomes flagrantly artificial: that is, when its ruling class has lost its function but 
succeeds in clinging to power by force or fraud. Such a society, no matter how long it persists, 
can never afford to become either tolerant or intellectually stable... 


Totalitarianism demands, in fact, the continuous alteration of the past, and in the long run 
probably demands a disbelief in the very existence of objective truth." -- George Orwell 


It's hard to say, really, what one should "do" about all of this falseness that's crept into our society. 
The family unit is obviously being altered. Everybody seems to have an idea of how to make it 
"work" better - by further deconstructing it. We've got a 50% Divorce Rate, Shared-Parenting, Gay 
Marriage, 5-Parent Families, unsustainable birth-rates, and over half of children now go to bed 
without their biological father in the house. I think marriage has been fixed enough, don't you? 


i 


TELL ME AGAIN: 
EXACTLY HOW 
S MY MARRIAGE 


AFFECTING YOU? 


As I mentioned in the last section, in March 2013, British Columbia's new Family Act went into 
effect. This law forces defacto marriage upon all common-law couples after two years. Further, the 


act allows for five parent "families." A sperm donor, an egg donor, a surrogate, and two homosexuals 
who adopt the child, can all be equal parents of the same child. But this has even further implications 
than what's here on the surface. 
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I was watching the Business News Channel when they interviewed some manager of a REIT (Real 
Estate Investment Trust). He was saying that they were going to buy 1 Bedroom Condo units in the 
Vancouver area because of this new law. I was amazed at how well this fellow thought dialectically, 
and that I was actually hearing it on the news. Follow along with me for a moment as I paraphrase 
what he said: 


Click Pic for "The Family Plot: The Future (Civil Unions & Shared Parenting)" 

Since we now have gay marriage, and since, because of spousal rape laws, there is no longer an 
expectation of sex to occur within marriage. This means that two heterosexual room-mates will be 
able to claim legal marriage after two years. 


The only way out of this "defacto marriage" status after two years of living together, is to make what 
is essentially a pre-nup, as if you were actually a married couple - since the only legal way you can be 
common-law without being married now, is to spend a few grand on lawyers to hash out everything 
before hand. Literally, the only way to not become legally married, is to go through all the BS of 
declaring your assets, imputing your income in case children are born at some time in the future, their 
future custody arrangements - the whole shebang, for imaginary children! If you don't do this, after 
two years all of your assets will be co-joined as if you had gotten married in a church or courthouse 
without a prenup. 


we SSN. 


G : ? 
a a Á- 


(It used to be that you didn't write a pre-nup before living together common-law, since the act of 
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making the pre-nup itself indicates that you are indeed, living as married people - you were worse off 
to make one than to not have one). 


This, figured the REIT manager, would make demand rise for 1 BR Condos, once these things fall 
into place over the next few years. 


Every time you try to fight back in this web of lies, you just get sucked further into it. The situation I 
described above is not "marriage." It's a sham of legal jargon and bullshit. Of course, that's probably 
the point - the BC Lawyer's Association heavily supported the changing of this, and guess who gets 
paid to write up all of those agreements, and fight all of the new divorce cases that will arise? 


You know what I thought when I heard of this law? 
Since they want people to declare legally, beforehand, what type of a relationship they are in - so that 
it will remove confusion later, (so they said)... I wonder what would happen if a couple came in with 


their Bible and simply said, 


"That. Make the prenup that! Marriage exactly as it's laid out in the Bible." 


I mentioned this to a few people, and everyone gasped in horror. "You mean 
presumed father custody? No way!" The women present, of course, were adamantly opposed to it... 
but I thought to myself, they're right, it does remove any confusion about what kind of marriage - and 
divorce - you want! 


OH IT SAYS\GAY, 
MARRIAGE IS A'SINIIN 
THE|BIBLED IA 


"ai Fo 


YA 


a $, 
WONDERFUL NOW SHOW ME WHERE IT 
SL UO ot That's their choice - I wouldn't want to force a marriage on anyone... 


but I think a man would be wise to save his wallet - his life's labour - for a REAL marriage. 


I looked at these people - me being the only non-Christian among them - and thought, 
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"MY GOODNESS! IT'S THE BIBLE!!! ARE YOU SAYING GOD IS WRONG?" 


But I'm serious. I think this is the correct thing to do, and if they won't allow people to legally get 
married the way God put it forth in the Bible - to have a prenup declare Marriage 1.0 to be a valid 
form of marriage - then the 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Republic" 
government would be forced to publicly declare that the Bible is wrong... and I want to see the shit- 
storm that would come from that. I mean, if God, The Absolute, is WRONG... then we'd better 
have a talk about where the government thinks our unalienable rights come from! (Although, 
here in Canada, we have a gun registry - so I'd probably be waving around my chainsaw. America is 
so one-dimensional with its guns. There are plenty of ways to die!) 


"If God did not exist, it would be neccessary to invent him." -- Voltaire 


DON'T TREAD ON ME 
"What therefore God hath joined together, let not man put asunder." -- Mark 10:9 (KJV) 


You know what? 


That IS the "Right Way." 
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MAKE GIFS AT GIFSOUP.COM 


I don't mean a violent revolution, but go back to the beginning. Back to what worked. It's the logical 
place to go. We actually do have the tools - we've got the Bible and we've got our Constitutions. 
We've got "the system." We just have to start using it. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 

F. Roger Devlin once remarked about those saying a return to Marriage 1.0 would be "too radical." 
How could it be to consider something which has existed in our civilization for centuries - since the 
beginning - to be "too radical," compared to two gay men claiming they're married while keeping a 
straight face? 
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What in the hell are we "thinking" here? 


On a philosophical level, the Male Principle is the answer. If ever one studies the dialectic and how it 
is used to manipulate, you will see the one constant recommendation for how to “stop” the dialectic: 


Step out of it. 


This means that you must “step out of the cycle” and take a stand. To stop the dialectic you must 
stand up straight and tall, and declare, “THIS is right, and THAT is wrong. I will not budge.” 


Ma | ax 


igati 
of negation 


Because of neqatior years, Women still Make Les 
than Men, therefore there ts 


Discretion 


I 
nstiutional | 
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n 
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Communist countries don't outlaw religions solely because it competes with people's allegiances to 
the State. They also outlaw them because religious books like the Bible, based in Absolute Truth, zap 
"the staircase" into oblivion. The two cannot co-exist in the same philosophical space. 


“Dialectical thought is related to vulgar thinking in the same way that a motion picture is 
related to a still photograph. The motion picture does not outlaw the still photograph but 
combines a series of them according to the laws of motion.” — Leon Trotsky 


You do not need to argue every single point made in this staircase, which is what people tend to do - 
in fact, it's what they want you to do. 


MAKE GIFS AT GIFSOUP.COM 
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L.S.S. 


(Keep It Simple, Stupid) 


TRUTH 


HAS NO AGENDA 
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Absolute 
Truth 


"top argument" (in this example, a man-tax) and go back to the beginning, and argue the base 


Objective 
Truth 


Subjective 
Truth 


In order to defeat "the staircase," stop fighting the 


argument upon which all of the other arguments are founded upon. This is essentially what I've been 
trying to do throughout this entire book - to show that Gender is NOT a Social Construct, or that 
the vote and civil equality is not an unalienable right, All of the other arguments will fall into 


place if you defeat the base argument - because it is used as a justification for all of the other 
arguments. Defeat the base argument and none of the others have any foundation to exist upon - in 
fact, all of the other arguments will naturally fall into place the way they should be. 


God's Law = Absolute Truth 
Natural Law = Objective Truth = Masculine Principle 


Civil Law = Subjective Truth = Feminine Principle 


If a Civil Law contradicts a Natural Law, it is a false law. And if a Natural Law contradicts 
God's Law, it is a false law. 


It's that simple. 


The M(H)RM 
Cause these sammiches ain’t gonna make 
themselves. 
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There's no need for yet another Boomertopian Human Rights Movement to defend it. Movements, 


like herds, hives and harems, are for women. 


here's no need for Departments of Male Studies to follow Warren Farrell as he 
blindly tries to "gender transition" us into more androgyny. 


God created humans - not Warren Farrell and his 


colleagues in their Academic Ivory Towers. 
"One waits in vain for psychologists to state the limits of their knowledge." -- Noam Chomsky 


There's no point in forming a White House Council for Men and Boys. The Masculine Principle is a 
part of what it is to be human - to seek the Truth. It's an unalienable right. It exists outside the scope 


of government and its subjective truths. Government serves the Truth, not the other way around. 
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The Truth has no use for a lobby group. 


Marriage is a religious institution, not a civil one. It comes from the Bible - from the Creator - and 
therefore it is out of reach from the government. And in the Bible, there is no marriage 2.0, and 
certainly no marriage 3.0. There is only marriage 1.0 - the model that works! 


There is no need to fight for "paper abortions," so men are equal to women in reproductive rights. 
Marriage 1.0 already had that. Children outside of wedlock belong to 


Someones inthe 
Kitchen withs 


4 OLE 
’ a s 


Lovejoy, 
Make me a sandwich! 


Click for "The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth" 
women, but the children of a marriage belong to the husband. He "paid" for them honestly with his 


life's labour, and it is an unalienable right to keep what you have honestly worked and paid for. 


Marriage is a vehicle for men to have children, not women. 


If the Churchians ever got up from their damn pews and 
actually stood on the Bible, they could clean house... if they just stopped listening to Eve's forbidden 
fruit. 


Sometimes the Truth hurts - but that is no reason to 
ignore it. There is no reason to accept falsities to spare people's feelings. Either we live in a world 
where 1+1=2 or we live in a dangerously false world. 


Man is at war with the Truth, 
But the Truth is not at war with man. 
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Would you want the engineers who design jet liners 
to use "relative truth?" 


(1+1=2) + (1+1=3) = 5 divided by 2 = 2.5 
Therefore: 1+1=2.5 (Truth) 


No, you wouldn't do that - nor would you trust any calculations made after this mistake, for they too 
would obviously all be wrong. 


All you can do is go back to the beginning and say 1+1=2! 


BLAH-BLAH-BLAH -BLAH-BLAH 


ie i 


Click for "The Suffragettes vs. The Truth" 


And I don't care how much you cows moo at me about it! 


Gender is NOT a Social Construct! 
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Some arguments are more important to win than others. 


SENORGIF COM 


Now, who do ya think should be washin' the damn dishes? 
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THE BIG TRUTH! 


It is too bad that the whole Hitler/Nazi analogy has been so overused, because next to Machiavelli, 
Hitler probably understood the mechanisms of power better than anyone else in history. 


The fundamental strategy was "telling the BIG LIE" - something outrageously untrue, but repeated 
enough times that people either begin to believe it, or at least become afraid to let anyone know that 


they don't. 


Feminists have told millions of "BIG LIES" about men - about Domestic Violence, Rape, "Glass 
Ceilings", "the Patriarchy", etc, etc, etc, yadda, yadda, yadda, ad nauseum. 


"Political Correctness" has made it a near crime to even challenge the BIG LIES™. 


Men have lost as much ground as they have in this war because they were intimidated into silence by 
the millions of fembots and their near-male syncophants screaming the BIG LIE in unison. 


Click Pic for "The Truth About Misogyny" 
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The fundamental weakness of the BIG LIE strategy is that it only works when it IS a lie. If men had 
ever hated women as much as the feminists claim men have, they would have never gotten to first 
base. It has been men's desire to maintain some social honor that led to them being silenced by 
accusations that any criticism of feminism equated to "hating women." 


There is a principle of ceremonial magic that one only has to speak a spell 3 times to make it binding 
and make it become true. Women have spoken the "you hate women" spell many more times than 
that, and it is beginning to come true. 


The feminidiots have thrown away their most powerful weapon by overuse - when they try to silence 
a man by saying "well, you must hate women" and he responds "you are right, I do" - they have no 
"plan B." 


Feminists 
are Stupid 


e > 


= 


Throw Facts 


at Them 


Click for "Hate Bounces" -- by Zenpriest 


So, now freed from the fear of being called "woman 
haters" which silenced them for so long, men must now begin to speak the BIG TRUTH! 


The illusion that women are "the kinder, more caring, fairer sex" has allowed them to get away with 
murder, literally. But, it is now being swept away by images of Lynndie England, cigarette hanging 
out of her skankish mouth, grinning at her power to humiliate men. It is being swept away by by 
news stories of gangs of girls stomping other girls into comas or even to death. It is being swept away 
by story after story of mothers killing and horribly abusing their children. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 357 of 744 


It is now time for millions of men's voices to start being heard, screaming the BIG TRUTH at the top 


of their lungs. 


I believe that most men know the truth - in their guts. They feel it in their guts, and it is only when 
people fuck with their heads that they lose that knowing. 


We need millions of men screaming the BIG TRUTH from the rooftops. 


"The great masses of the people ... will more easily fall victims to a big lie than to a small one." - 
- Adolf Hitler 


Pie. 


"The size of the lie is a definite factor in causing it to be believed, for the vast masses of a nation 
are in the depths of their hearts more easily deceived than they are consciously and 
intentionally bad. The primitive simplicity of their minds renders them a more easy prey to a 
big lie than a small one, for they themselves often tell little lies, but would be ashamed to tell big 
lies." -- Adolf Hitler 


“I use emotion for the many and reserve reason for the few” -- Adolf Hitler 


"The more we do to you, the less you seem to believe we are doing it." -- Dr. Joseph Mengele 
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The Family Plot: The Future 


March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Part One - The Family Plot: The Past 
Part Two - The Family Plot: The Present 


Marriage 1.0-~ eTender Years Doctrine (Suffragettes) 
- - Undenmines presumed father-custody 
Mariage 1.5 sotoan Mo-Fauk Divorce (2nd Wave Feminism) 
- Mother Custody — ® - Removal of contractual obligations 
- Divorce epidemic = - Divorce becomes widespread 
starts after presumed = - - The Undermining of Sexuality 
mother custody © = 
Mariage 2.0 Backlash (The FRM-MRM) 
- Fraudulent Mariage woe, Problems of the fatherless 
-No custody for fathers ee Inequality of divorce 
-No contractual enforcement 


- Chikiren’s Rights 
- Ho mention of returnto 
Mariage 1.5 or 1.0 
(i woukl be oppression!) 


- Presumed father responsibility = 
(Like in Mariage 1.0) 


Li 


i aada 


Mariage 2.5 wno Gov't Oversight 
- Shared-parenting © Bureaucracy 
- Parental disputes decided 


ba | - Oversee the best 
by government arbitration + E intersts of the chiki 
(which religion, where both = = 


- Gov't æ ultinate 
divorced parents are to live, ~ 4 decision maker 
etc. etc. etc. and etc.) 

Mariage 3.0 


- Government has custody of children 

- The nuclear family unit is destroyed 

- Blackbum's 1765 Law deckaring that the bonds 
of parenthood means parents naturally seek 

the best interests of the child is overtumed 
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„SAME SEX 
MARRIAGE 


is that it should not be called “marriage” but rather a “civil union” — call it ANYTHING you want, 


The argument often used against Same Sex Marriage 
just don’t call it marriage! 


But advocates for Same Sex Marriage simply refuse to rename it, despite such “civil unions” not 
really differing from marriage in anything but name. 


Have you ever asked yourself “why”? 


A quick perusing of the following quotes ought to give a hint to the answer: 


a) fi PAY A 
“Being queer is more than setting up house, sleeping with a person of the same gender, and 
seeking state approval for doing so. ... Being queer means pushing the parameters of sex, 
sexuality, and family, and in the process, transforming the very fabric of society. ... As a lesbian, I 
am fundamentally different from non-lesbian women. ...In arguing for the right to legal 
marriage, lesbians and gay men would be forced to claim that we are just like heterosexual 
couples, have the same goals and purposes, and vow to structure our lives similarly. ... We 
must keep our eyes on the goals of providing true alternatives to marriage and of radically 
reordering society's view of reality.” -- Paula Ettelbrick, “Since When Is Marriage a Path to 
Liberation?”, in William Rubenstein, ed., Lesbians, Gay Men and the Law (New York: The New 
Press, 1993), pp. 401-405. 
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"A middle ground might be to fight for same sex marriage and its benefits, and then, once 
granted, redefine the institution completely, to demand the right to marry not as a way of adhering 
to society's moral codes but rather to debunk a myth and radically alter an archaic institution." -- 
Michelangelo Signorile, "Bridal Wave," OUT Magazine, December/January 1994, p.161 


"It [gay marriage] is also a chance to wholly transform the definition of family in American 
culture. It is the final tool with which to dismantle all sodomy statutes, get education about 
homosexuality and AIDS into public schools, and, in short, usher in a sea of change in how 
society views and treats us." -- Michelangelo Signorile, "I do, I do, I do, I do, I do," OUT 


Magazine, May 1996, p.30 


"[E]nlarging the concept to embrace same-sex couples would necessarily transform it into 
something new....Extending the right to marry to gay people -- that is, abolishing the traditional 
gender requirements of marriage -- can be one of the means, perhaps the principal one, 
through which the institution divests itself of the sexist trappings of the past." -- Tom Stoddard, 
quoted in Roberta Achtenberg, et al, "Approaching 2000: Meeting the Challenges to San Francisco's 
Families," The Final Report of the Mayor's Task Force on Family Policy, City and County of San 
Francisco, June 13, 1990, p.1. 
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Click Pic for "Peer Reviewed Research: The Holy Grail of Truth?" 
There is an element in the Gay Community that fully intends to transform the current parameters of 
marriage and create something completely new. This is classical Cultural Marxism and is the reason 


why Gay Rights Activists and feminists have joined each other at the urinal of eternal victimization, 
despite the obvious contradiction of each group’s fundamental premise — that being feminists' entire 
raison d'être is based upon “Gender is a Social Construct,” (therefore women are discriminated 
against because they are treated differently while being born fundamentally the same), whereas Gay 
Rights Activists argue that they are born gay (refuting gender is a social construct) and therefore they 
are victimized because they are born that way. These arguments are mutually contradictory at the 
most fundamental level, and the two groups ought to be enemies... and yet, they obviously aren’t. 
The reason is that the radical wings of both factions have the same fundamental goal: they both wish 
to alter the family unit into something completely new. 


5 
"aUhat’s in a name? 


That which we 


call a rose 


Something very important in order to 
transform marriage then, is to make sure that the new models that come out are still called marriage. 
It would be much harder to transform the meaning of marriage with “civil unions,” if civil unions 
were not also called marriage. 


How will they transform marriage and society this way? Well, in Canada we legalized Gay Marriage 
back in 2005, and by 2006 (and using the justification of gay marriage now being normalized), Gay's 
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shoved their agenda into our schools. By 2007 a court in Ontario had already declared two married 


lesbians and one sperm donating father to all three be equal legal parents of the same child. 
Obviously, the dialectical path towards polygamy is set wide open by this ruling... does anyone else 
see how they are able to purposefully "transform" society in this way? 


(***2013 Update: In March 2013, British Columbia's new Family Act 
went into effect. This law forces defacto marriage upon all common-law couples after two years. 
Further, the act allows for five parent "families." A sperm donor, an egg donor, a surrogate, and two 
homosexuals who adopt the child, can all be equal parents of the same child.) 


(***Another 2013 Update: So the Slope Was Slippery After All) 


Click Pic for "Useful Idiots Play Checkers, Marxists Play Chess" 

That’s why Gay Rights Activists are so adamant about it being called marriage. If it were called 
“civil unions” the Marxist plan to alter society dialectically falls flat on its face. Everything will stall 
at the civil union level, and once society accepts the term “civil union” and identifies it with Gay 
People, it will become monumentally difficult for them to further alter society with this plan, or to be 
able to “rename” civil unions as marriage later on. Much of Marxist dialectical movement is based 
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upon the general public’s perception of an issue, rather than the reality of it. Either they get it right in 
the beginning, or there is not much point in carrying on. 


Now, let’s examine for a moment the feminist goals for transforming marriage and the nuclear 
family. You’ll fast see it’s not just “Patriarchy” that they are against, but also they’re furious as hell 
at Mother Nature for giving them ovaries! Even nature victimizes women, and this also must change! 


BLAMES PATRIARCHY|FOR 
WOMEN BEING PERCEIVED AS 
NATURAL CARETAKERS 


— 


-_ 


=> DOESN'T KNOW THAT THE FEMINIST; 
PTENDER YEARS DOCTRINE IS\WHY,WOMEN 
ARE PERCEIVED AS NATURAL CARETAKERS) 
Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 
"In order to raise children with equality, we must take them away from families and 
communally raise them" -- Dr. Mary Jo Bane, feminist and assistant professor of education at 


Welleslry College and associate director of the school's Center for Research on Woman 


"No woman should be authorized to stay at home and raise her children. Society should be 
totally different. Women should not have that choice, precisely because if there is such a choice, 
too many women will make that one." -- Interview with Simone de Beauvoir, "Sex, Society, and 
the Female Dilemma," Saturday Review, June 14, 1975, p.18 


"[M]ost mother-women give up whatever ghost of a unique and human self they may have 
when they 'marry' and raise children." -- Phyllis Chesler, Women and Madness, p.294 


",..No woman should have to deny herself any opportunities because of her special 
responsibilities to her children. ... Families will be finally destroyed only when a revolutionary 
social and economic organization permits people's needs for love and security to be met in ways 
that do not impose divisions of labor, or any external roles, at all." -- Functions of the Family, 
Linda Gordon, WOMEN: A Journal of Liberation, Fall, 1969 
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© Can Stock Photo - csp5794396 "Being a housewife is an illegitimate profession... The choice to serve 
and be protected and plan towards being a family-maker is a choice that shouldn't be. The 
heart of radical feminism is to change that" -- Vivian Gornick, feminist author, University of 
Illinois, "The Daily Illini," April 25, 1981 


"[W]omen, like men, should not have to bear children.... The destruction of the biological 
family, never envisioned by Freud, will allow the emergence of new women and men, different 
from any people who have previously existed." -- Alison Jaggar, Political Philosophies of 
Women's Liberation: Feminism and Philosophy, (Totowa, NJ: Littlefield, Adams & Co. 1977) 


Click Pic for "Feminizing the Decline" 

"[I]f even 10 percent of American women remain full-time homemakers, this will reinforce 
traditional views of what women ought to do and encourage other women to become full-time 
homemakers at least while their children are young.... This means that no matter how any 
individual feminist might feel about child care and housework, the movement as a whole [has] 
reasons to discourage full-time homemaking." -- Jane J. Mansbridge, Why We Lost the ERA, 
p.100 


"The care of children ..is infinitely better left to the best trained practitioners of both sexes who 
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have chosen it as a vocation...[This] would further undermine family structure while 
contributing to the freedom of women." -- Kate Millet, Sexual Politics, 178-179 


”It takes a village.” -- Hillary Clinton 


Not only do feminists want to destroy patriarchy, they also want to destroy motherhood, something 
very dear and precious to most females, and likely something they will not give up voluntarily. 


There is a hierarchy to the way that “humanity” works. Many men are discovering certain elements of 
it through what is commonly known as “game,” but essentially, the “hierarchy of humanity” works 
like this: 


Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 
Man --> Woman --> Children 


And this is a strong inclination within humans as well. Students of game will understand that women 
do not want to be sexual with men who they do not deem superior to them, and will reject all men 
they deem inferior. The woman desires the hierarchy, and men fulfill women’s desire within it. Never 
ever forget, however, that to rule is to serve. And this is what most men did with their hierarchal 
powers — see The Titanic. Men did not use their powers to harm their “wards,” but rather used it to 
protect them, and often sacrificed directly towards this hierarchy to their own detriment. Parents (ie. 
mothers) do the same with their children — while parents have the enormous capability to bring harm 
or to exploit their children, 99% of parents do not do this... and it is not because of the law that 
parents are altruistic towards children (The US Supreme Court even ruled that parents naturally act in 
their children's best interests, both in 1979 and in 2000.) In the same way, it's not because of law, or 
even social mores, that men treat women the way they do. They do it because it comes from 


somewhere deep within humanity. 
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It is very, very difficult to get men to turn on women. In the same 
way, it would be very difficult to get women to turn on children. The hierarchy just does not work 
that way. It is, however, monumentally easier to get women to turn on men. When you “transvalue” 


the hierarchy (place lower values higher up, and higher values lower down), working it against itself 
backwards works like a charm! 


You can convince women to turn on men much easier than convincing men to turn on women. In the 


same manner, you can get children to turn on parents much easier than you can get parents to turn on 
their children. It’s just the way the world works. 


Man < -- (pushed away by) Women -- > Children 


That works, as we all well know. Feminists have successfully destroyed marriage and the sexes are 
repelling from each-other because the hierarchy is messed up. If you give women economic and legal 
power over their men, women will abuse it until it just becomes downright dangerous for a man to 
engage in this tortuous practice known as Marriage 2.0. 
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And, if you wanted to completely destroy parenthood, another stated goal of feminism? Why, just 
repeat the process that was done to destroy the bond between man and woman — namely, start giving 
the rights of the child more importance than the rights of the adults responsible for them. 


Man < -- (pushed away by) Women < -- (pushed away by) Children 


The same thing that happened to men and women regarding marriage will happen to parents and 
children if the powers that be are allowed to elevate the rights of the child to over-ride the rights of 
the parent. 


How will you raise a child properly if sending them to their room becomes “psychological abuse,” or 
if with-holding their allowance is deemed “financial abuse” or if forcing them to eat their vegetables 
is considered some other sort of totalitarian abuse. (If I had a hammer, I’d smash vitamins!) Take 
note, Hillary Clinton fully believes that parents are not qualified to represent the best interests of their 
own children, and therefore the state ought to create a rambling bureaucracy of civil servants and 
lawyers to represents children independently of their parents. 


It's really not a joke. The U.N.'s CEDAW Agreement (Covenant to End Discrimination Against 
Women), which has already been signed by virtually all Western Nations nations except the USA, 
has enclosed within it "The Rights of the Child." These rights include things like religious freedom 
and the right to all forms of communication etc. And you know what? We had a court case here in 
Canada a few years back, where a father caught his daughter using the computer in her room to co- 
ordinate middle of the night sneak-outs with her friends. So, being a father and doing what fathers do, 
he grounded her from her computer by taking it out of her room. Well... somehow, his daughter got 
into the hands of some lawyer who argued that he had denied her the right to communication under 
the CEDAW Agreement Canada had signed, and Dad had to return the computer to the girl's room. 


What are you going to do if the child has rights to religious freedom, and some Wiccan school 
teacher with a sick agenda starts looking for converts? Are you really going to drop your kid off at 
the witch's coven on your way to Catholic Mass? I can see the path... can't you? 


© Original Artist 
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This is the exact same system that 
divided men and women — pitting their interests against each other by dialectically manipulating the 
legal system. Men and women are in a parasitic type of relationship wherein the man gives of his 


surplus resources to the woman. Parents and children are in exactly the same type of scenario, and as 
has happened with men and women, when you allow the parasite to lead the host, both organisms will 
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perish. Parents and children will work the same. 


And I promise you, there does not have to be some grand conspiracy manipulating every law and 
specific aspect of what will happen next. Simply screwing up the hierarchy will suffice. When 
children have more authority than the parents responsible for them you will have already stuck a stick 
in the spokes by default. Destruction is now not only likely, but in general society it will be virtually 
guaranteed — just like placing the authority of women over and above the authority of the man 
responsible for protecting and providing for her has only led to abuse, not solutions. 


Click Pic for "It's Not Marxism Because..." 
”The history of woman is the history of the worst form of tyranny the world has ever known; 
the tyranny of the weak over the strong. It is the only tyranny that lasts.” — Oscar Wilde 


Children are even weaker than women! Placing the rights of the child over the rights of parents will 
lead to the same results — only worse! And, since the destruction of marriage, who makes up the 
majority of parents nowadays? (Hint — They are among the testicularly challenged). 


Now, often times ‘round here you will hear me refer to “The Dialectic,” and all of you know that this 


site frequently refers to Marxism and how feminism is married to it. One thing however, that does not 
get mentioned too often here or elsewhere is that Marxism and the Dialectic does not work in a 
straight line. The general failure of us to realize this is why we keep getting our asses handed to us. 
We are playing checkers with people who are playing chess. 


The way “it” works is like a zig-zag. The Marxist dialectic pushes radically to the left until a backlash 
builds up, and then the backlash is released in order to consolidate the gains to the left. 
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Click Pic for "Useful Idiots Play Checkers, Marxist Play Chess" 
"It would be the greatest mistake, certainly, to think that concessions mean peace. Nothing of 
the kind. Concessions are nothing but a new form of war." -- V.I. Lenin 


So, the way it works is that radical leftism is introduced into society — much like how No-Fault- 
Divorce was introduced into our society while at the same time, women entered the workforce. This 
was a radical move that completely re-organized society’s most fundamental building block — and 
take note that there was no massive public outcry demanding such a thing. Society once didn’t even 
conceive of such a thing — marriage was simply “marriage”, the way it had always been. 


In the past decades we have witnessed a plethora of problems arising because of this radical change. 
However, the vast majority of the population does not remember, nor can even conceive, of a society 
where divorce was not the norm. Take note that this was not the case when No-Fault-Divorce arrived 
on the scene. I remember, in the 70's, the first kid in my grade whose parents got divorced, back in 
Grade Four. We didn't really understand what was happening, and it literally had to be explained to 
us. But after a couple of generations being exposed to it, it is now considered so normal that it is 
hardly even conceivable to us to try and rid society of it — rather, now we simply want to alter it. 


R.I.P. Marriage 1.0 
What happens after a radical leftward change has occurred is of course a plethora of problems arising 


in society from said change. The people that are mostly affected by it are those that will push back 
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against the radical leftism with, of course, a rightward/conservative political movement. What 
happens though is that the backlash movement is not one that attempts to dial back the cause, but 
rather attempts are made to alter the results. 


So, in the case of marriage in the modern day, the “backlash” is decidedly not pushing for an end to 
No Fault Divorce, nor are they pushing for a restoration of Full Father Custody (the way marriage 
was originally intended, and existed up until the 1860’s). What they are pushing for is “shared 
parenting.” A further aberration of the original concept of the family, and something that has never 
existed in history. But, the “backlash to the right” will solidify in the minds of the population that 
implementing No-Fault-Divorce was proper, although it needed to be tweaked a little to make it more 
“equal” and fair. The concept that children need two fulltime parents will also be demolished. The 
need for State Funded Daycare will be increased as now there will be two parents disadvantaged 
rather than one... and, as always, both parties will now be running to the government to beg and 
plead for the court to decide exactly the time, place, and even how a parent may interact with his or 
her own child (or, more accurately, the state's child). 


RLP. Marriage 2.0 
Some freedom! 


Wheras once parents would have run a pitchfork through any government personnel interfering with 
a citizen’s home-life, then covered him with oil and lit him on fire with torches in the town square, 
we now have both mothers and fathers running to the government to beg and plead for crumbs and 
scraps from the same table that the people once owned. Both sides will think they are “winning” 
some precious equality, while being grateful to the government for providing them with something 
which was never the government’s in the first damn place. 


This is the “totalitarian trap.” You cause as much problems and confusion in a certain area as you 
possibly can, and out of the confusion you will cause despair amongst the people - who will then run 
to you and demand you “fix it,” which of course you will — but only in a way that suits your purposes. 


Ah yes, consolidate the gains... until the people have internalized the change, which they will if you 
allow a measure of backlash to appease them, and allow some time for the changes to internalize. 
Then you begin radical movements to the left again. 


One thing though, once the backlash accepts the watered-down consolation prize, they cannot easily 
push further because they have already been appeased! Once something like divorce has been 
“reorganized” to make it “more equal,” added on top of the fact that most of the population doesn’t 
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even remember a time when divorce was not rampant in society, to take it further than the 
appeasement is nearly impossible. 
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Back to the beginning of this essay and the difference between “Civil Unions” and “Same Sex 
Marriage,” you can see why the Gay Rights community was so adamant about retaining the word 
“marriage” rather than using “Civil Union.” Using the word civil union would greatly hamper Gay 
Activists in their attempts to alter the meaning and structure of marriage — it had to retain the same 
name. If they would have gained their "equality" under the name “civil union,” the effects upon 
“marriage” would have been negligible - and also, their ability to re-push the issue into society’s 
limelight would have been greatly diminished, because the general population would have already 
come to believe that Gays had been appeased and wouldn’t want to tolerate their bullshit all over 
again. 


t's kind of a one shot deal. 


What will Shared Parenting do to the radical changes in the structure of the family? Will it roll back 
the changes or will it continue to alter the structure of the family? Will it make divorce more, or less 
acceptable in society? Will men be able to use it as a stepping stone to further their goals, or is it an 
assured permanent dead-end with minimal benefits? 


How can feminists and the powers that be pursue their stated goals of removing motherhood from the 


experience of womanhood? They certainly won’t be able to use women to do it directly out of their 
own self interests... but could the coupling of children’s rights to the already diminished father’s 
rights be used to dialectically destroy whatever remains of parenthood, and pass all authority over to 
the state? 


The only thing that supercedes the best interests of women in our society is the best interests of the 
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child. I hope the shared parenting movement does not get made into useful idiots, promoting further 
destruction of the family while believing they are preserving it. I could easily see that women will be 
given "equal rights" in parenting as men, given that men have virtually no rights at all. 


R.I.P. The Nuclear Family 
I understand why Gays insist on calling Same Sex Unions as Marriage - because they aren't nearly 
done with transforming it and they know what they are doing. On the otherhand, with Shared 
Parenting, "defenders" of the family and fatherhood are cutting themselves off at the knees, not 
understanding what 


K 


Click for "The Family Plot: The Past" 
they are doing, as they are not willing to dialectically reframe the debate in a way that does not dead- 


end themselves into the Marxist web. 


"O My people! Their oppressors are children, 

And women rule over them. 

O My people! Those who guide you lead you astray 
And confuse the direction of your paths." -- Isaiah 3:12 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Anyone who supports childrens suffrage loses all rights to complain about 


politicians who behave like clowns, support birthday party subsidies, advocate 


free sweets and all the other things that children love so much. 
Two sides of the same coin. 


Anyone who supports womens suffrage loses all rights to complain about liberal 
politicians, big government, high taxes, political correctness, abortion, gun bans, 
illegal immigration, feminism and all the other things that women love so much. 
Two sides of the same coin. 
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The Family Plot: The Present 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Click to read Part One: The Family Plot: The Past 


Mariage 1.0 -®Tender Years Doctrine (Suffragettes) 


- Undenmnines presumed father-custody 
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Mariage 1.5 saton No-Fauk Divorce (2nd Wave Feminism) 
- Mother Custody - ® - Removal of contractual obligations 
- Divorce epidemic = - Divorce becomes widespread 
Starts after presumed = = - The Undermining of Sexuality 
mother custody = = 
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Mariage 3.0 
- Government has custody of children 
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R.I.P. Marriage 1.0 (Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarcy") 

Often we identify the introduction of No-Fault Divorce laws in the 1970’s as the beginning of the 
divorce epidemic. As I pointed out in The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy, this is not entirely 
accurate. The divorce craze actually began back in the 1860’s and 1870’s when the Suffragettes 
undermined father-custody with the Tender Year’s Doctrine and mother-custody became the norm. 
This voided one of the core tenets of marriage in the first place - which was bringing men into the 
reproduction process in a meaningful way so that their higher provisioning abilities could be utilized 
for the greater good of both families and society. 


NO-FAULT 


DIVORCE 


certainly did! But it more or less streamlined a process that had been well under way for over a 
century. 


It’s not like No-Fault Divorce had no impact on divorce rates — it 


Contrary to popular belief, obtaining a divorce before the 1970’s was not that difficult. Marilyn 
Monroe divorced three times between 1942 and 1961 while Elizabeth Taylor had four divorces under 
her belt and was working on her fifth when No-Fault Divorce became law. Before No-Fault Divorce 
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was introduced there were just a few more hoops to jump through, in an effort to “find fault.” Of 
course, with “fault” divorce, it extends that one must prove that an actual “fault” had occurred. There 
were many things which constituted “fault,” including adultery, alcoholism, insanity, abandonment, 
and a host of others. But the most pernicious to the institution was the fault called “cruelty.” 


The word cruelty was an undefined term that much resembles the word “abuse” today because almost 
anything could be construed as cruelty. An argument that made her cry could be deemed cruel. Not 
paying enough attention to her could be deemed cruel. Well, you get the idea. Just look at how many 
things today are classified as “abuse” which really wouldn’t be claimed as abuse anywhere else in 
society except in male-female relationships. Take that meaning of abuse and simply replace it with 
the word “cruelty” and you’ve pretty much got the spirit behind the system. Over years of having a 
relationship with someone else, it is pretty easy to find something that can be considered abuse or 
cruelty in one way or another. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 

So, what happened before No-Fault Divorce was that a trial occurred to prove the husband was 
“cruel,” and therefore a divorce ought to be granted. This caused the dragging out of people’s dirty 
laundry and was pretty much just a show trial. Belfort Bax referred to the “cruelty” argument as a 
sham over a century ago already, indicating it was all about taking normal human interactions and 
having a lawyer twist things around to portray the husband as some heinous monster when the reality 
was far from it. No-Fault Divorce was really more about not making the courts look like hypocrites 
for orchestrating such a charade. They finally said, “Give her the damn divorce already and let’s just 
get it over with.” Women have always gotten what they wanted from the courts when her adversary 


was a man. 
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“Prior to 1970, the law usually justified its wrecking of families on the grounds either of 
adultery or of “extreme cruelty.” The sexual revolution has now made adultery a right for 
women (“a woman’s sacred right to control her own body”); extreme cruelty was usually 
understood to be a legal fiction meaning no more than that one of the spouses, usually the wife, 
wanted out. The pretense that the husband was an extremely cruel man was in most cases 
sufficiently absurd that it embarrassed even judges and lawyers and it was felt necessary to 
“reform” divorce by perpetuating the same destruction of families under a new terminology. 
This is called No Fault divorce. There were label switchings. Divorce was renamed Dissolution 
of Marriage. The Plaintiff was renamed the Petitioner. The Defendant was renamed the 
Respondent. Alimony was renamed Spousal Support (the ex-wife was no longer a spouse, but 
calling her one “justifies” taking the man’s money). The real core of the change is that it was no 
longer necessary to “prove” extreme cruelty to inflict upon the husband a more severe penalty 


than is imposed on most low-income black male felons.” — Daniel Amneus, The Case for Father 
Custody, p.215 


We Can Do It! 


Click for "Feminizing the Decline (Hypergamy and Birthrates)" 

As you can see, while the introduction of No-Fault Divorce certainly helped to fuel the divorce craze 
by streamlining the process, it was definitely not the sole cause of the break-down of the family... so, 
what other factors were involved? 


One of those answers can be found in the present day, as our great altruistic feminist sisters attempt to 
"help" the women of the third world. The feminist organization CARE puts out the following claim: 


"When a girl in the developing world receives seven years of education, she marries four years later 
and has 2.2 fewer children." 


In other words, they are messing with hypergamy and they know it affects marriage and birthrates. 
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Click Pic for "Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained)" 


Now, don't get me wrong. I don't particularly have a problem with girls receiving an education, but 
what I am pointing out is that feminists know they are altering the conditions of the nuclear family by 
pushing women into the workforce - where they will be directly competing with men. 


Of course, the same website claims that women put 90% of their income back into their families but 
makes no mention of the percentage of income the men put back into their families (Do the men 
spend 50% of their income at the local tavern and the other 50% wagering on cock-fighting in the 


alleyway?) Nor does it indicate what kind of families they are talking about. Do they mean 


kis he. E 


husband-wife & children families, or are they discussing female & children families? 


You only have to look at our recent economic crisis of 2008/09 to see what feminists consider 

"family." While men lost their jobs in significantly larger numbers than women, when job recovery 
began to occur, feminists started complaining that men were getting re-hired in larger numbers than 
women. (Kinda makes sense, eh? If three times as many men lost jobs as women, a similar ratio of 
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men ought to be re-hired during a recovery - except in femi-supremacist 50/50 land). Then, feminists 
tried to claim that men were receiving hiring preference because they had families to care for and 
complained because women too had families they were providing for! 


Yes indeed, but the difference is what kind of families we are talking about. A man providing for his 

family generally means that the man, his wife, and their children all get food put on the table whereas 
for the most part, when a woman provides for her family, they mean there is food on the table for the 
single/divorced mom and her children. There is no man being provided for in this equation. 


Women don't care for men the way men care for women - they care for themselves and their children. 


A single mom "family" leaves the male out of the equation, where he starves on the street corner 
alone - it certainly does not lead to general economic improvement if the male gender is left to suffer 
in poverty separately from families. In the traditional nuclear family, men, women and children 
receive the benefits of the man's labour but in the new single-mother "family," only women and 
children receive benefits. The men just magically vanish to... who knows where? 
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DOWN BY THE 
RIVER! 
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The radical feminists of the Second Wave understood this as well: 


"How will the family unit be destroyed? ... the demand alone will throw the whole ideology of 
the family into question, so that women can begin establishing a community of work with each 
other and we can fight collectively. Women will feel freer to leave their husbands and become 
economically independent, either through a job or welfare." -- From Female Liberation by 
Roxanne Dunbar 


Click for "The Legend of the Selkie and Father Custody" 

A significant factor in our culture which led to the destruction of the family was women entering the 
workforce en-masse in the 1970's and 1980's. Whereas Briffault's law was undermined by the 
Suffragettes transferring presumed Father-Custody into Mother-Custody with the Tender Years 
Doctrine in the 19th Century, Second Wave feminists undermined hypergamy by encouraging 
women to abandon their traditional roles and compete directly with men in the workplace. 


Previously, a woman's standard of living significantly improved upon marriage as men worked like 
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mules to provide for their families. After the second wave arrived, women were encouraged to "have 
it all" and be both high-earning career chicks and brave single-mother at the same time. Of course, 
there is nothing wrong with women aspiring to do something more than live up to traditional sex- 
roles, but overall in our culture, women have merely cooked the Golden Goose by insisting on 
pursuing their dreams and aspirations. 


"No woman should be authorized to stay at home and raise her children. Society should be 
totally different. Women should not have that choice, precisely because if there is such a choice, 
too many women will make that one." -- Simone de Beauvoir, "Sex, Society, and the Female 
Dilemma" Saturday Review, June 14, 1975, p.18 


"If even 10 percent of American women remain full-time homemakers, this will reinforce 
traditional views of what women ought to do and encourage other women to become full-time 
homemakers at least while their children are young... This means that no matter how any 
individual feminist might feel about childcare and housework, the movement as a whole [has] 
reasons to discourage full-time homemaking." -- Jane J. Mansbridge, Why We Lost the ERA, p.100 


Click Pic for "Useful Idiots Play Checkers, Marxists Play Chess" 

Second Wave feminism made no bones about their goals to destroy marriage, believing that true 
equality for women could not be achieved in the nuclear family. They pushed women into the 
workforce en-masse because they knew doing so would undermine one of the major reasons women 
entered into the institution of marriage in the first place - access to the husband's paycheck along with 
the higher standard of living he provided. This massive entry of women into the workforce where 
they began directly competing with men for their traditional roles likely had far more to do with 
undermining marriage than the introduction of No-Fault Divorce laws, which merely streamlined a 
trend that had been happening for a century already. 
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Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing" 
Also, the Second Wave did everything they could to destroy "the mating dance" between men and 


women. Men are the designated initiators in sexual relations. Women attract and men pursue. That's 


just the way it is. However, just because men are the designated overt initiators does not mean that 


women are innocent little darlings, simply fending off multitudes of horny men at every corner. They 
are just as complicit in the mating dance as males. 


“Women chat happily, send sexually explicit signals and encourage the man’s attention, even if 
they have absolutely no interest in him. This gives a woman time to assess a man, says [Karl 
Grammer of the Ludwig Boltzmann Institute of Urban Ethology in Vienna, who studied 45 
male-female pairs of strangers in their teens and early twenties]... Importantly, the women also 
seemed to control the encounter — what the women did had a direct effect on what the men did 
next. ‘You can predict male behaviour from female behaviour but not the other way around,’ 
says Grammer” — New Scientist Magazine (London), February 14, 2001 


Cary (1976) discovered that the woman, through eye contact, 
controlled the course of interaction with a male stranger, both in the laboratory and in singles' 
bars. Perper (1985) gave a detailed description of courtship, stressing an escalation-response 
process in which women play a key role in escalation or deescalation. The steps in this process 
are approach, turn, first touch, and steady development of body synchronization. (Note: This is 
similar to mating behaviour in other mammals, like rats). 


Although these reports are clearly valuable, most researchers addressed courtship very 
generally, and some failed to recognize the importance of the female role in the courtship 
process .What was needed was a more complete ethogram of women's nonverbal courtship 
signals. To compile such a catalog of flirting behavior exhibited by women involved in initial 
heterosexual interaction, more than 200 adults were observed (Moore, 1985) in field settings 
such as singles' bars, restaurants, and parties. 


Research has shown, therefore, that the cultural myth that the man is always the sexual aggressor, 
pressing himself on a reluctant woman, is incorrect. -- Courtship Signaling and Adolescents: "Girls 
Just Wanna Have Fun"? Monica M. Moore, Ph.D.Department of behavioral and Social Sciences, 
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Webster University 


Click Pic for "Rats (Or, He Chases Her Until She Catches Him)" 
Thus, the old saying, "He chases her until she catches him." Kinda makes you wonder what the whole 


feminist campaign about "No Means No!" was about, doesn't it? Some studies have indicated that in a 
typical male-female sexual encounter, the woman will give off up to 150 rejections - either verbally, 
physically, or with eye gestures - until finally saying "yes" to sexually accepting the man as a mate. 
In the average 7 to 8 hours it takes to get to the magical "third date," that is one rejection every three 
to four minutes. Not only does no not mean no, the only way to get her to say yes is to get her to say 
no 150 times! 


These types of campaigns were designed to drive the sexes apart by monkeying with the basics of the 
mating dance - which women insist on perpetuating, no matter how much men get criminalized for 
doing what she desires in the process. 


A similar thing has happened in the workplace, where women once often found a husband. Today, 
after a plethora of sexual harassment laws being introduced, anyone in a position of power could get 
into no end of trouble for trying to woo a woman who is subordinate to him, even though women in 
the past often married their bosses. Remember, women are hypergamous and seek out men who are 
more powerful and wealthier than they are, thus, it is natural for a woman herself to be attracted to 
someone in a position of authority over her. Do you really think Monica Lewisnky wasn't tickled pink 
to be the President's cigar holder? But, since men are the designated initiators in the mating dance 
while women always hide behind plausible deniability, it is the male's part of the dance that had to be 


outlawed in order to drive the sexes apart. When desiring women is outlawed, only outlaws will 
desire women. 
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Click Pic for "Cultural Pillars and Critical Theory" 
The William Heatherington Spousal Rape Trial in the mid-1980's was the final death-knell for any 


semblance of marriage resembling that which had existed for millenia before in our culture. Not only 
was this trial a complete mockery of justice but it undermined the very basis for marriage, which was 


a vehicle to contain human sexuality and channel it positively into something that benefited both 
families and society. 


This was the end of expecting that sexual relations were to be a part of marriage. If your wife - your 
lifelong mate - is no more of your expected sexual partner than a strange woman you have just met at 
the pub whom you have to woo and game into having "intimate relations"... then what is the point of 
setting up a legal framework such as marriage to contain two people's sexuality into the institution in 
the first place? Keep in mind as well, the sexual revolution had also made adultery a "right" for 
women (her sacred right to control her own body). If there is no expectation of either sex for the 
husband, nor the expectation for sexual fidelity in marriage... then... um... what is the point of 
marriage? It has been deconstructed into basically nothing at all. 


R.LP. Marriage 2.0 (Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage") 
The above points I have addressed in this post are but a brief synopsis of how feminism sought to 


undermine the institution of marriage and drive the sexes apart. There are, of course, dozens, if not 
hundreds of other examples that could be used. The points I am trying to get at here is that while No- 
Fault Divorce certainly had an effect on our cultural values towards marriage and family, it more or 
less simply streamlined a process that had been well underway for a century before. 
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ae “~T? 
PRINCIPLES OF 
A SEDUCFION 
. A 


Click for "Principles of Seduction' 


Click for "The Wife of Noble Character" 


The real insidious aspects of Second Wave Feminism were more about undermining the basics of 
male-female attraction. Many who are reading this are at least somewhat familiar with The Principles 
of Seduction. Once you understand "the mating dance" a little, you can see that what was going on 
was the criminalizing of men's and women's natural heterosexuality. It ultimately left us with a 


fraudulent contract that in no way resembles anything of marriage 1.0. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Family Plot: The Past 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Sometimes I have to laugh at mankind's arrogance, to be sitting here on this tiny planet, in our not so 
significant solar system, in one of an infinite number of galaxies... that we dare to even argue about 
the nature of the universe and what is True or not. 


7 t makes me think of being born on some 
oi island out in the Pacific, ich declaring the whole world is made of coconuts, sand and water. 


How on earth could someone in that situation even conceive of the Grand Canyon or Mount Everest? 
We are in the same situation - so long as we are stuck way out here on good old planet earth, we too 
cannot possibly even conceive of all the workings, patterns, systems and forces that are at play in the 
"greater scope of things." 


ike I said at the beginning of this 


chapter, 
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I don't really want to get too much into "who" is behind all of this. In fact, in relation to the concept 
of "Truth" that I've written about throughout this entire book, it might even be that this is the "natural 
rythym of the world." It might be a full cycle of "something" that is being completed. There is 
something to the "Astrological Ages" of the Heavens. We've passed through several already since the 
end of the Pleistoscene Ice Age some 13,000 years ago, when the earth significantly changed with 
modern man coming through this cataclysmic time while many other species did not. Heck, it takes 
26,000 years just for us to travel through the Ages once, each age lasting for 2,160 years - so we are, 
in that sense, only 6 months old! 


I'm going to delve off on a bit of tangent from this chapter's main theme of "Marxism" for a moment - 
but don't worry, I'll bring it back around by the end. 


The Age of Leo 
(10,800 BC to 8640 BC) 


The end of the Pleistoscene was a very difficult time for life on earth - many species of plants and 
animals disappeared. Several things on earth changed during this time, including our atmospheric 
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pressure because of the increase of water on the planet due to the melting ice. There are some theories 
about this that are quite interesting, such as the reason we can't find the "missing link" in evolution 
being because we went through rapid evolution rather than slow and steady evolution. Plants and 
animals would have likely not developed the same as they do today under different atmospheric 
pressures, rather, they may have grown larger and would have lived longer during the Pleistoscene. 


If there was an abrupt change in the atmosphere on earth, only the species able to rapidly adapt to the 
new environment would have survived. If we evolved in a matter of one or two centuries - from a 
massively depleted population already due to the constant major earthquakes and volcanic eruptions 
(huge ones!) from the changing pressure on the earth's crust (from the water moving around the 
globe) - then we would literally be looking for a needle in a haystack, given the hundreds of 
thousands of years that man's ancestor's lived on the planet, compared to a much smaller population 
of intermediaries that may have evolved rapidly over only a scant few lifetimes. 


The End of the Pleistoscene - The oceans rose 400 feet, causing many earthquakes and volcanos. It 
was a violent time. 
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Like today, throughout history most humans lived relatively close to the oceans. Any humans alive 
during the Age of Leo probably did too, and would have certainly noticed the rising waters over their 
lifetimes because the oceans were rising about two feet per decade. Any settlements made near the 
ocean would have been wiped out during the average lifetime because of this (Roughly 40 years = 
8ft). People definitely would have "known" the waters were rising - and, after getting used to that as 
normal for generations and generations, they also would have noticed when the waters stopped rising, 
which was in the Age of Leo. 


The Age of Cancer 
(8640 BC to 6480 BC) 


When we get to the Age of Cancer, we have the Neolithic Revolution beginning to develop, which 
will lead to the development of agriculture and the domestication of animals like pigs, goats and bees. 
This is also the age where the first few permanent human settlements appeared, like that in ancient 
Jericho, although these were more villages of a few hundred people or less, than any kind of 
civilization. 
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Modern and Ancient Jericho 


The Age of Gemini 
(6480 BC to 4320 BC) 
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The Goddess Innana/Ishtar 
During the Age of Gemini we find religion occuring with the rule of multiple gods and, towards the 
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end of this era, humans will develop the wheel, rudimentary writing techinques and basic economic 
trade. It is at the end of Gemini and the beginning of the Age of Taurus that we finally have the first 
human civilization beginning to appear on earth - that of Ancient Sumer. 


The multiple gods from this time basically ruled the known world in one form or another until the 
Romans adopted Christianity (one god) in the early 300's. For example, the pantheon of gods found 
in Ancient Greece all originate from the Ancient Sumerians. The fertility goddess Inanna in Sumer is 
the same as the goddess Ishtar of Assyria and Babylon, who is the same as Aphrodite and Venus of 
Greece and Rome - they were just renamed and slightly retold. 


Notice the Age of Gemini is marked by "the twins," and also with duality and multiplicity. Religion 
and civilization also co-incided - because religion is universal to all cultures and civilizations in 
history. 


The Age of Taurus 
(4320 BC to 2160 BC) 
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An interesting mystery about the first civilization, Ancient Sumer, is that no one really knows exactly 
"how" it started because it did not develop slowly, as one would expect things to "evolve." It just 
kinda "happened" in a very short time. Very quickly a full civilization appeared with government, 
laws, taxes, records, tradesmen, education etc. etc. - a full civilization just kinda "happened." 


| ) Mia! ii s 
Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage" 
Do you know what else happened during this time? The Neolithic Age, which had started around 
9000 BC, began to come to a close between 4000 BC and 3000 BC. A notable human development 
during this time was the bringing of males into the reproductive cycle. 


A little while back, over at Jim's Blog, he posted a study he'd found showing that during the 
Neolithic, while almost all women reproduced, only one male in seventeen did the same. By the 
end of the Neolithic, roughly 5,000 to 6,000 years ago, this changed to one male in three 
reproducing, which has roughly been the longterm norm ever since. 


It is also during this time that the Bible begins "counting time." To take the Bible literally, Adam was 
thought to have existed at around 4000 BC, with Noah being born at around 2950 BC and the Biblical 
Flood at 2350 BC 


Notice that while the Bible's timeline doesn't coincide with the earth's geological history, it does 
coincide with the earth's civilized history - when God cursed Adam to be a worker of the fields, and 
told Eve her desire would be for her husband. God kicked Adam and Eve out of the Garden of Eden 
LITERALLY 6,000 years ago and this coincides with the human history of civilizaton starting around 
6,000 years ago - and basically supports the concepts of Briffault's law and putting hypergamy and 
sex "to work," when humans went from having 1 in 17 males reproducing to 1 in 3. 


So... we literally find in the Bible that when God said this: 
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To the woman he said, "I will make your pains in childbearing very 
severe; with painful labor you will give birth to children. Your desire will be for your husband, 


and he will rule over you." 


Click Pic for "Love is for Suckers... Blood Suckers!" 
To Adam he said, " Because you listened to your wife and ate fruit from the tree about which I 


commanded you, 'You must not eat from it,' "Cursed is the ground because of you; through 
painful toil you will eat food from it all the days of your life. It will produce thorns and thistles for 
you, and you will eat the plants of the field. By the sweat of your brow you will eat your food until 
you return to the ground, since from it you were taken; for dust you are and to dust you will 


return." -- Genesis 3:16-19 
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SUMERIA 


... the actual first civilization physically appeared on earth as well - out of nowhere. The civilization 
of humans happened pretty much when the Bible said it did! We "rose up from being beasts of the 
field" and formed a different way of living. We put males into the reproductive process by means of 


their labour (man's curse)... and wango bango, there was a civilization! 


Notice, the Bible does NOT claim the earth is 6000 years old. God created the Sun, Moon and Stars 
on the fourth day - so obviously there was no 24 hour day or 365 day year in the first three days. 
Furthermore, Adam and Eve had eternal life while living in the Garden of Eden and we have no idea 
how long they lived there. All the Bible says, literally, is that Adam and Eve were kicked out of the 
Garden 6,000 years ago... exactly when man stopped living like a Beast of the Field and started living 
in a civilization, because man's labour brought him into the reproductive process... which is 
historically accurate. 


Hey, I'm, just sayin’... 


2 BAnd you know what else? Since it was the first civilization, it was 
also the only en ae econ it was the "One World Government" for the humans that 
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lived at that time. This was the civilization that in the Bible built the Tower of Babel. In the Sumerian 
texts, they also talk about an event called "the confounding of the tongues," which split their 
languages and sent man out in different directions. "Something" happened back then. Who knows 
what? 


After this event, several new offshoot civilizations were created - those places and people talked 
about in the Old Testament, from Sodom and Gomorrah to peoples like the Caananites and Philistines 
- which all more or less still based their religious practices on that of the Sumerians. Even though 
they were different civilizations, they were still quite similar. Think of how the United States is an 
off-shoot of Britain, which 1s itself an off-shoot of Christian Europe. Although they are different 
countries, they are still fairly similar to eachother and are based on the same religion - and all 
ultimately stemmed from the Roman Empire adopting Christianity. The cultures from the Bible's Old 
Testament were also all related in the same way. 


MESOPOTAMIA 


pniipmarincom t was this "one world order" which Abram left 
behind for the wilderness when he made his pact with Elohim, "The One True God," creating the 
concept of "one truth" (Absolute Truth) rather than following the "multiple truths" (Subjective 
Truths) which were found in these fertility cultures. This was the Masculine Principle escaping the 
totalitarian influence of the Feminine Principle - a further step along to "rising up from being beasts 


of the field." 


Interestingly in many of these cultures - although they're sometimes called "patriarchal" because they 
did have the concept of marriage - they also had such things as divorce, child-support and alimony. 
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Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 

These were highly sexual people, often even having religious prostitutes to perform for various 
ceremonies and rituals. I've heard that some of the ancient Sumerian texts indicate they had as many 
sexual "perversions" back then as one can find today on the internet - consuming combined semen 
and vaginal fluids (the elixer of life), for example, much like is found in the modern fetish of 
cuckolding, where "felching," as it is technically known, is quite a popular subject. 


These ancient cultures also had a totalitarian nature and were certainly much more "matriarchal" than 
the type of patriarchy found in the Bible. Once you start breaking down the family unit with divorce, 
you have to become totalitarian or it doesn't work. The female principle, a herd, is basically a natural 
form of Communism, and the hierarchy becomes inverted. 


Click Pic for "The Amazon Women" 


"O My people! Their oppressors are children, 

And women rule over them. 

O My people! Those who guide you lead you astray 
And confuse the direction of your paths." -- Isaiah 3:12 
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Let's carry on with our brief history of the world and the heavens: 


The Age of Aries 
(2160 BC - 0 AD) 
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The symbol for Aries is the ram. And this is also the age of Abraham and the beginning of 
monotheism. Notice that with Abraham, we have things like sacrificing lambs to God, as a symbol of 
when God provided the lamb in place of Abraham's son Isaac. The entire age, Biblically speaking, is 
also about the prediction and eventual coming of the Messiah - Jesus Christ - the lamb who was 
slaughtered to deliver people from sin. Also, it was during this age that Moses led the Israelites out of 
Egypt - a bull worshipping cult - and throughout their journey up to the coming of Christ, they are 
constantly told to stop worshipping "the bull," from the last age, with things like when they started 
worshipping the Golden Calf, for instance. 


The Age of Pisces 
(0 AD - 2160 BC) 
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ith the Age of Pisces, we find the arrival of Jesus Christ, the 
lamb prophesied throughout the Old Testament, and the Age of Aries. 
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And who were Jesus disciples? They were fishermen, and later, fishers of men! And how did Jesus 
feed the crowd after the Sermon on the Mount? With five loaves of bread and two fish! 


During this Age of Pisces, there is little doubt that Christianity and its monotheism grew to dominate 
the earth. The original symbol for Christianity, by the way, was a fish - the cross was not adopted 
until Constantine made Christianity the religion of Rome. 


As these ages appear, so does it seem that mankind develops. Hey, I don't know how this stuff all 
works - I'm not God. 


The next age - the Age of Aquarius - is upon us as we leave the Age of Pisces behind. And with all of 
our nations slowly giving more and more of their sovereignty to various supra-national organizations, 
like the United Nations, the Bank of International Settlements, or the European Union, we are 
"conglomerating" into a One World Order again - something that hasn't happened since the beginning 
of civilization itself! 


The Age of Aquarius 
(2160 AD - 4320 AD) 
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And of course, the Book of Revelations predicts the coming of a global order before the Second 
Coming of Christ, as does the Book of Daniel predict the "last empire" (of the four limbs of the statue 
he envisioned) would be the greatest of them all - bigger than Rome (which we are, technically, sorta 
still living under). The Jews, indeed, have been restored to Jerusalem, and we are - or soon will be - 
living in a cashless society, just as the Bible predicted would happen before "the end times." 


And you know what else? We're talking in a one-world language once more - through the internet... 
which is based on digital code... which is made up of, wait for it... numbers! Infinite numbers, like the 
infinite number .666 when you divide a fraction... or kinda like a Googol: 
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Click for "The Rise Of The Narcissicopter" -- by Roosh V 

"When you hear the word Google the first image that comes to mind has to be the famous 
internet search engine but does the word actually mean anything ? Well the answer is a firm 
yes because it comes from the term “Googol” which represents a number (written as a 1 
followed by 100 zeros) so large that it’s actually larger than the total number of atoms in the 
known universe." (Source) 


So... you know what? Even if Hillary Clinton actually does get it on with the Illuminati in a naked 
lesbian orgy at the Bohemian Grove after her Bilderberger meetings, maybe that too is all part of a 
"bigger plan" - a cycle, perhaps, like the rythym of the seasons, or the coming together of the sexes 


under adversity then repelling once the adversity is gone. 


Quite frankly, Iam too small of a player on the scene to speak with any authority on the matter. 


But that a new, Global World Order is forming itself is clearly evident. I don't need to know "who" to 
be able to see what's happening - and it's obviously going to be based under the feminine principle, 
that of a totalitarian democracy, completely rejecting the masculine principles found in the Bible, of 
which Western Civilization was based upon. This, of course, involves "smashing the Patriarchy," 
which, in case you weren't paying attention throughout this book, is basically the concept of 
fatherhood and the nuclear family itself. 


S 


SENECA FALLS 
CONVENTION 


duly 19—20, 1848 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Republic" 
It is fitting that the Seneca Falls Convention on Women's Rights, where the Declaration of 
Sentiments was created, took place in July of 1848, for this was only five months after Karl Marx and 
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Frederich Engels released their famed Communist Manifesto, wherein they stated: 


"What is the present family based on? On capitalism, the acquisition of private property... The 
bourgeois sees in his wife nothing but production." 


OMmunist 
| Manifesto 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 

"Anyone who knows anything of history knows that great social changes are impossible without 
feminine upheaval. Social progress can be measured exactly by the social position of the fair sex, 
the ugly ones included." -- Karl Marx 


Marx and Engels wanted to destroy the family to create their revolutionary Global Order of 
Communism, and it was the Suffragettes, based upon their demands for child-custody with the 
Tender Year's Doctrine, that set this chain reaction off. (I'm not saying Marx was directly behind the 
Suffragettes... but still, it's an interesting coincidence.) 


We have certainly entered into an age of the "fair sex" leading us, haven't we? Just as they did in the 
culture of multiple gods Abram rejected and went his own way from the the world order of his day, 
along with his "One Truth God." 


I hope you can see, throughout the pages in this book, why I keep bringing things back to the concept 
of Truth, and why it must be ordered. 


“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by 
their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are Life, Liberty and Pursuit of 
Happiness. That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among men...” — United States 
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Declaration of Independence 


R.I.P. Marriage 1.0 
God's Law = Absolute Truth 
Natural Law = Objective Truth = Masculine Principle 
Civil Law = Subjective Truth = Feminine Principle 


After Hegel's Dialectic positing that "The Truth is Relative," we are essentially left with this: 

Civil Law = Subjective Truth = Feminine Principle 

Civil Law = Subjective Truth = Feminine Principle 

Civil Law = Subjective Truth = Feminine Principle 

“The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize that, in the enjoyment of those rights provided 


by the State... the State may subject such rights only to such limitations as are determined by law.” 
— Article Four of the UN Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 


nw) 
America, 


you not read my book? 
sincerely, j 
G.Orwell 


| ht 
"Totalitarianism, however, does not so much promise an age of faith as an age of 
schizophrenia. A society becomes totalitarian when its structure becomes flagrantly artificial: 
that is, when its ruling class has lost its function but succeeds in clinging to power by force or 
fraud. Such a society, no matter how long it persists, can never afford to become either tolerant 
or intellectually stable... 


—_— 


Totalitarianism demands, in fact, the continuous alteration of the past, and in the long run 
probably demands a disbelief in the very existence of objective truth." -- George Orwell . 
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And once everything is relative truth, you can freely manipulate the dialectic to come to pre- 
determined conclusions, thus why totalitarians want the world structured under the feminine principle 


- it's easy to move the truth around and manipulate it: 


Pangea 


lenda Years Docrine (Sullrageties) 
- undermines presumed father-custody 


Ho-Faul Diver oe (2nd Wave eminem 
=+ . Removal of contractual obligations 


wae if 


; - Divence becomes widespread 
F 
Mariage 20 Backlash (The FRM+ARM) 
- Frra@udukerrt Marriage a Probleme of the fatherless 
- No custocty for fathers ee Inequality of divorce 
-No contractual entorcement è = | - Chikiren’s Rights 
- Presumed father responsibility @ = - No mention of return to 
(Lite in Mariage 1.0) tr Marriage 1.5 or 1.0 
- (E wouk be oppression!) 
Mariage 2.5 nepon Gov't Oversight 
- Shared-parenting © Bureaucracy 
= Parental disputes decided = z|- Oversee the best 


by government arbitration » > intersts of the chiki 
(which religion, where both = = | - Gov't as ultimate 
divorced parents are to live, > | decision maker 
Ett. etc, etc. anc etc.) 
Marriage 3.0 

- Government has custody of children 

- The mucka family units destroyed 

- Blackburn's 1765 Law declaring that the bonds 

of parenthood means parents naturally seek 
the best interests of the child is overturned 


— 


History 
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BLAMES PATRIARCHY|FOR 
WOMEN BEING PERCEIVED)AS 
NATURAL CARETAKERS 


=> DOESN'T KNOW THAT THE FEMINIST 

TENDER YEARS DOCTRINE ISWHYWOMEN 

ARE PERCEIVED AS NATURAL CARETAKERS) 
Click for "Social Strategy: Why Men Shouldn't Argue with Women" 
That's why what was the truth for "the herd" back in the Suffragettes's day has been totally ignored by 
Second Wave Feminists and a completely new truth has replaced it. The feminine's "principles" or 
"truths" changed, because they were not firmly anchored to reality. What was yesterday 1+1=1 has 
now become 1+1=3. They were arguing back in the 19th Century that they weren't given presumed 
custody and that it was wrong to break the special mother-child bond - but today they are angry at 
being perceived as better child caretakers - insinuating that men forced this role on them. 


In the workforce, as was shown in the last chapter, it was basically the women themselves that didn't 
want jobs - and they control our social mores, remember? 


"The desire to free oneself from work was common to all classes and both sexes. Dr Joanna 
Bourke of Birkbeck College, London, has studied the diaries of 5,000 women who lived between 
1860 and 1930. During that period, the proportion of women in paid employment dropped from 
75 per cent to 10 per cent. This was regarded as a huge step forward for womankind, an 
opinion shared by the women whose writings Dr Bourke researched. Freed from mills and 
factories, they created a new power base for themselves at home. This was, claims Dr Bourke, 
"a deliberate choice. .. and a choice that gave great pleasure." -- Extract from David Thomas' 
book, Not Guilty 


Today, the truth has changed and Second Wave Feminists are claiming the Evil Patriarchy 
(fatherhood) conspired behind the scenes to keep women out of the workforce. Since the truth is 
subjective under the feminine principle, it can be made to be anything they wish it to be - and they'll 
really believe it! But there's no anchor to reality. With the infusion of Cultural Marxists into the 
picture by the 1960's and 70's, we really start getting detached from the truth as the dialectic 
continues, which we will examine in the next section. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Related: 

NOAH: The Truth is Bigger than You Thought - 3 & 1/2 hour video 
Megiddo I - The March to Armageddon - 2hrs 15min video 
Megiddo II - The New Age - 2hrs 55min video 
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Useful Idiots Play Checkers, Marxists Play Chess 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


A mistake I think many "conspiracy theorists" make 


is trying to account for every single event as being some sort of manipulation. It doesn't really have to 
be as complex as that - there are really only certain pivotal arguments that need to be won, so that the 
general direction will turn. For example, giving women the vote, due to their more security-based 
psychology (as opposed to men's individualistic psychology) pretty much guaranteed that government 
would turn socialist and begin to grow. This has been explored by John Lott and Lawrence Kenny's 
study titled, "Did Women's Suffrage Change the Size and Scope of Government?" 


In the same way, if parental authority is undermined by "children's rights," I can pretty much 
guarantee that there will be untold havoc created in people's families. Making the hierarchy upside 
down naturally causes problems. The private cannot lead the general. The employee cannot lead the 
employer. The child cannot lead the parent. Take any of these situations and reverse the hierarchy, 
and it's pretty easy to see how they will naturally canabalize themselves until they are utterly 
destroyed. Some arguments are more important than others - because they can set off a chain reaction 
of further arguments in the future. 


Dialectical Arguments 
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To understand what Marxists are trying 
to do, one must first understand what Hegel did with the dialectic. The dialectic was not invented by 
Hegel and it is nothing new. It merely means opposing positions, or in other words, an argument. 


Traditional logic says that if Position A (1+1=2) is correct, then Position B (1+1=3) is incorrect. 
Pretty easy speazy, eh? 


However, in Hegelian terms, Position A is called the Thesis (position) and the opposing argument is 
called the Anti-Thesis (opposite position). Essentially what Hegel did was take the two and equalized 
them, claiming the truth was found in the Synthesis, which means the consensus or compromise, 
between the two. 


The Synthesis then becomes the new truth (Thesis), and the next Anti-Thesis is pitted against it 
creating yet another Synthesis (New Truth), and so on and so on, like a staircase. 
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The staircase kind of works like 
precedents that are set in a court of law. A previous court case (argument) concluded in a certain way, 
thereby setting a precedent. That precedent is then often used in future court cases as an established 
truth upon which even further arguments are based. This staircase has been going on in regards to the 
Gender War as well, and looks something like the chart to the left of this page. 


"Differences [between men and women], including the products of social inequality, make 
unequal treatment not unequal at all." -- Catharine MacKinnon, "Reflection on Sex Equality Under 
Law," Yale Law Journal, 1991 


(You can substitute Affirmative Action for Man Tax, or any other host of discriminations against 
men based on the inequalities between the sexes generated by "The Truth is Relative.") 


Now, if you look at these arguments in the staircase fashion of one truth building on another truth, 
you can see why it becomes so important to think multi-dimensionally about an argument - and the 
ones that will follow - rather than focusing solely on the argument at hand, which is what most of the 
populace will do. 
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If you could control the key arguments in 
the dialectic, then you could also make things in society appear (a man-tax) or make things disappear 
(the traditional family). You simply turn the staircase upside down and work the argument backwards 
- thus, you will be arriving at a pre-determined conclusion. 


You can also see the need for Marxists to think two, three, four or five steps ahead. In fact, I've read 
before that many Marxists who became national leaders, such as Lenin, Stalin, Mao etc., rose to 
prominence in large part because of the status they generated by showing how well they could 
manipulate dialectical arguments. Here is what one famous Marxist had to say on the subject: 


"Dialectical thought is related to vulgar thinking in the same way that a motion picture is 
related to a still photograph. The motion picture does not outlaw the still photograph but 
combines a series of them according to the laws of motion." -- Leon Trotsky 


Where most people run amock is they are only thinking about one argument at a time, rather than in a 
series of them all linked with the intention of arriving at a pre-determined goal. 


Useful Idiots and Consolodating the Gains to the Left 


After the Revolution, Lenin wrote that he would install a Marxist bureaucratic government without 
the support of dedicated Marxists. Only the inner elite would understand the political structure being 
built, while others would be manipulated to forward his agenda by their natural vanity and ambition 
to further their political careers. He called such people "Useful Idiots." 
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Furthermore, he understood that an angry pressure builds up (backlash) 
when manipulating mass-populations and this pressure needs a release valve. Lenin combined this 
knowledge within dialectical manipulation and allowed for controlled backlashes that, in fact, 
furthered his agenda even though it appeared to oppose his goals. 


"It would be the greatest mistake, certainly, to think that concessions mean peace. Nothing of 
the kind. Concessions are nothing but a new form of war." -- V.I. Lenin 


This is kind of a difficult concept at first, because it doesn't make much sense on the surface. The 
shortest route between point A and point B is a straight line, and that is how most people think things 
work - and usually they are right, except when dealing with Marxists. 


"Wishing to advance in a room full of people, I do not walk through the aisle and straight 
toward my goal. Nor do I move slowly through the crowd shaking hands with friends and 
acquaintences, discussing points of interest, gradually nearing the objective. The dialectical 
pathway is different. It consists of a resolute forward advance followed by an abrubt turn and 
retreat. Having retreated a distance there is another turn and advance. Through a series of 
forwardbackward steps the goal is approached. To advance thus is to advance dialectically. The 
Communist goal is fixed and changeless, but their direction of advance reverses itself from time 
to time. They approach their goal by going directly away from it a considerable portion of the 
time. Lenin wrote the textbook, One Step Forward, Two Steps Back. Chinese Communist 
schoolchildren are taught to do the dialectical march taking three steps forward and two steps 
back. If we judge where the Communists are going by the direction in which they are moving 
we will obviously be deceived" -- Dr. Fred Schwarz, President of the Christian Anti-Communist 
Crusade 


OK, so they go two steps forward and one step back. But what's the point of that? 
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Well, the point is that the backlash consolodates the gains! The general modus operandi is to push 
hard with radical leftism. Of course, radical leftward movements cause lots of social upheavel, such 
as how the radical move of No-Fault-Divorce has caused untold grief in our society for all parties 
involved. After time, enough people are angry and bitter about these policies which harmed them on 
a personal level that a backlash movement begins to develop. That backlash is then "released" to let 
off the steam, but the backlash is only allowed in ways that concentrate more power in the hands of 
the State. 


These things don't happen fast, mind you, but take several years - often a generation. Lenin sped 
things up by using government force and direct violence, but Lenin was only one faction of Marxist 
theory, which is obviously called "Leninism." Another faction is called "Fabianism." 


The Long March Through the Culture 


>. ~ . 
Fabian Socialists adopted their name from the Roman general, Fabius, who battled and defeated the 
infamous Hannibal and his elephants when he invaded Italy. Hannibal had a vastly superior army but 
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was far from his home and supplies, so Fabius organized 


a campaign of hit-and-run tactics against Hannibal's army. He harassed 
and confounded the enemy, wearing them down bit by bit over time until finally Hanibal capitulated 
and admitted defeat. Fabian Socialists adopted Fabius' strategy, veering away from Lenin's use of 
violence to effect change. Instead, the Fabians used techniques involving time to alter perceptions of 
the truth. 


In the previous section, I wrote about how the Frankfurt School's Critical Theory utilizes 
brainwashing techniques to alter the population's perceptions of the truth. The basic plot is to 
unfreeze the subject from his current comfort level and move him to a different level, then freeze 
them at that next level until they have accepted their new paradigm as "normal." This technique was 
based on the practice of torture, but merely removed the physical parts of it while keeping the mental 
aspects intact. For example, prisoners of war often have described the mental aspect of weeks or 
months spent in isolation as more damaging to them then the actual physical tortures they endured. 
Alienation from the group is a very real threat to humans, as we are naturally social creatures. 


a 
The technique of using time rather than violence is the only thing that changed with the Fabian's 
viewpoint on Marxism. They agreed with Lenin's goals, but only differed with him because he used 
violence to speed up the populace's willingness to accept his dictats. 


Really, if you have a look at it all, what took Lenin four years to implement has taken the 
Fabians/Cultural Marxists 40 years to replicate. But the end result is pretty much consistent. 
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For example, a few years after the Russian 
Revolution in 1917, Lenin declared at a speach for "International Women's Working Day" on March 
8th, 1921, that he had created the first system of equality and had liberated women from their chains. 
Lenin instituted no-fault divorce, easy abortions, state-run day-care centres, community kitchens, 


sewing centres, and other such things to alieviate women from their biological duties to children and 
family, and put them to work with the pick-axe and shovel. He claimed he had ended discrimination 
against women and had liberated them by doing such. It took him four years, by use of violence, to 
implement his policies. 


In our case, throughout the Western world, after forty years of second-wave feminism gradually 
eroding society, we have arrived at virtually the same place. We have many groups lobbying 
businesses and the government to impose upon employers such things as corporate run daycare 
centres and flex-time so that they may realize their true "equality." In the last few Canadian elections, 
state-run daycare has been a constant issue. It's only a matter of time before it becomes reality. 
Basically, everything which Lenin declared he had done to make women "equal" in 1921, is now 
being seriously debated in our own legislative assemblies in the present day, and no-one bats an eye 
about it. 


Why is it like that? It's because of gradualism. 
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For example, the population was unfrozen in the 1970's when we introduced the radical concept of 
No-Fault-Divorce (which the population did not request). This has caused untold grief for millions of 
people, but after 40 years and a generation or two of children raised in broken homes, no-one really 
questions the right to unilaterally force a divorce upon another party. We assume it is normal, even 
though it is a recent phenomenon that has only existed for a few decades in Western Civilization's 
multiple-millenia existence. 


=) 


What's happened is enough people in society have accepted the notion 
that divorce is not only normal, but it is a right. Most 40-somethings like myself can only remember a 
distant time in their early existence when divorce wasn't the norm. A cultural paradigm has shifted, 
by use of gradualism and time. Now virtually everyone has 50% or more of their relationships ending 
in divorce, or was raised in a broken home to begin with. Divorce is so "normal" that no-one even 
questions its validity. The proper acceptance of new values, via brainwashing techniques, has been 
achieved. 


2004 


1965 


FATHERLESS 
CHILDREN 


INow the push is on for "shared-parenting" to alieviate the problems 
created by the divorce epidemic. Nobody is openly questioning if we should abolish No-Fault- 
Diivorce. No, not at all. All that is being said is that the system ought to be re-organized to make it 
more fair. Divorce is part of our culture now. The "acceptance" phase is now complete. It's time to 
move the family unit on to a further totalitarian idea that destroys the family, commonly known as 
Shared-Parenting, where the courts will decide every facet of people's children's lives, right down to 
the times they are allowed to see their parents. which religion they ought to subscribe to, and how far 
away their parents are physically allowed to live from them, which removes their right to freely move 
about the country. 


And of course, this is what Marxists and feminists have wanted all along. 
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= 2 "The first class opposition that appears 
in history coincides with the development of the antagonism between man and woman in 
monogamous marriage, and the first class oppression coincides with that of the female sex by 
the male." -- Frederick Engels, The Origins of the Family, Private Property and the State 


"The first condition of the liberation of the wife is to bring the whole female sex back into 
public industry, and this in turn demands the abolition of the monogamous family as the 
economic unit of society." [Engels, p.67] 


"The nuclear family must be destroyed, and 
people must find better ways of living together. ...Whatever its ultimate meaning, the break-up 
of families now is an objectively revolutionary process. ...Families have supported oppression 
by separating people into small, isolated units, unable to join together to fight for common 
interests." -- Linda Gordon, Function of the Family, WOMEN: A Journal of Liberation, Fall, 1969 
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",..No woman should have to deny 
herself any opportunities because of her special responsibilities to her children. ... Families will 
be finally destroyed only when a revolutionary social and economic organization permits 
people's needs for love and security to be met in ways that do not impose divisions of labor, or 
any external roles, at all." -- Functions of the Family, Linda Gordon, WOMEN: A Journal of 
Liberation, Fall, 1969 


"We can't destroy the inequities between men and women 
until we destroy marriage." -- Robin Morgan, Sisterhood is Powerful, 1970, p.537 


"The institution [of marriage] consistently proves itself 
unsatisfactory--even rotten.... The family is...directly connected to--is even the cause of--the ills 
of the larger society." -- Shulamith Firestone, The Dialectic of Sex: The Case for Feminist 
Revolution (New York: Morrow, 1970), p. 254. 
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"Marriage has existed for the benefit of men; and has been a legally sanctioned method of 
control over women... We must work to destroy it. The end of the institution of marriage is a 
necessary condition for the liberation of women. Therefore it is important for us to encourage 
women to leave their husbands and not to live individually with men." -- The Declaration of 
Feminism, November 1971 


whatever ghost of a unique and human self they may have when they 'marry' and raise 
children." -- Phyllis Chesler, Women and Madness (1972), p.294 


"How will the family unit be destroyed? ... the demand alone will throw the whole ideology of 
the family into question, so that women can begin establishing a community of work with each 
other and we can fight collectively. Women will feel freer to leave their husbands and become 
economically independent, either through a job or welfare." -- From Female Liberation by 
Roxanne Dunbar 
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"No woman should be authorized to stay at home and raise her children. Society should be 
totally different. Women should not have that choice, precisely because if there is such a choice, 
too many women will make that one." -- Simone de Beauvoir, "Sex, Society, and the Female 
Dilemma" Saturday Review, June 14, 1975, p.18 
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ey v 
"Women, like men, should not have to bear children... The destruction of the biological family, 
never envisioned by Freud, will allow the emergence of new women and men, different from any 
people who have previously existed." -- Alison Jagger - Political Philosophies of Women's 
Liberation: Feminism and Philosophy (Totowa, NJ: Littlefield, Adams & Co. 1977) 


"If even 10 percent of American women remain 
full-time homemakers, this will reinforce traditional views of what women ought to do and 
encourage other women to become full-time homemakers at least while their children are 
young... This means that no matter how any individual feminist might feel about childcare and 
housework, the movement as a whole [has] reasons to discourage full-time homemaking." -- 
Jane J. Mansbridge, Why We Lost the ERA, p.100 


"The care of children ...is infinitely better left to the best trained practitioners of both sexes 
who have chosen it as a vocation... [This] would further undermine family structure while 
contributing to the freedom of women." -- Kate Millet, Sexual Politics 178-17 


"In order to raise children with equality, we must take them away from families and 
communally raise them." -- Dr. Mary Jo Bane, feminist and assistant professor of education at 
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Wellesley College and associate director of the school's Center for Research on Woman 


Skerpikjot foto: Gudmund H. K. Nigtasen 


"It takes a village" - Hillary Clinton 
Wow! Those gringas really don't like marriage and children! 


But it's pretty easy to see what is happening. No-one in our current society is demanding of the 
government to end No-Fault-Divorce and restore things sanely to the way they were before. Instead, 
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vast lobby groups of disenfranchised fathers are merely complaining that they should have "shared- 
parenting.” In other words, 


© Original Artist 

Reproduction rights obtainable from 

www. Cartoonstockkcom 
tip: 


since fathers are marginalized and don't 
often get custody of their children, they would rather that neither the father or mother had custody - 
in favour of the court keeping said custody, and dictating baby-sitting duties between the father and 
mother. If there is any dispute, the government will arbitrate it. If there is anything at all which is 
displeasing, the courts will handle it. If the father wants to take to the child to a Catholic church while 
the mother is a dedicated Wiccan, it will be the courts who paternalistically decide what is in the best 
interests of the child. 


Has the government then not effectively taken custody of the children? 


"Mmmm... Roasted Useful Idiot for Dinner" 
The backlash to the right is used to consolodate the gains to the left. It's not a backlash to the way 
things were before. Rather, while the backlash movement thinks they are winning, in effect they are 
being mere useful idiots and only furthering along the Marxist and Feminist goals of removing 
children from their parents and placing them into government custody. After a few years of this - 
long enough to allow society in general to accept the new normal, an abrubt turn will occur and 
radical leftward movements will again appear, further removing freedom. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 426 of 744 


And the marginalized fathers of today will no longer be able to complain about 
their situation - after all, they won! They got their shared-parenting... and all of the totalitarianism 
that comes along with it. 


"Destroy the family, you destroy the country." -- V.I. Lenin 


And isn't that what they wanted all along? 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Cultural Pillars and Critical Theory 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"All the other large and small nationalities and peoples are destined to perish before long in the 
revolutionary world storm... these residual fragments of peoples always become fanatical 
standard-bearers of counter-revolution and remain so until their complete extirpation or loss of 
their national character... [A general war will] wipe out all these petty hidebound nations, 
down to their very names. The next world war will result in the disappearance from the face of 
the earth not only of reactionary classes and dynasties, but also of entire reactionary peoples. 
And that, too, is a step forward." -- Friedrich Engels, "The Magyar Struggle," Neue Rhenische 
Zeitung, January 13, 1849 


s a em 


t Immediately after Russia's October 
Revolution of 1917, Lenin withdrew from onthe in World War One, although the formal end of 
Russia's involvement wasn't until the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March 1918. The Great War in 
Europe had all been predicted by Marx and Engels decades earlier and it appeared things were going 
exactly as they should. The next event that should have happened was for the common-man (the 
workers) to throw off their chains and unite under a new, global system of Communist Utopia. 


Of course, it never happened. This was a pivotal and confusing moment in the world of Marxism. 
Obviously, since the global revolution didn't appear as predicted, Marx and Engels had gotten 
something wrong. It is from here that "Marxism" goes from being strictly an economic theory and 
into the realm of cultural theory. 


Many Marxists began to study "what went wrong," and also why the people now living under Lenin's 
rule didn't embrace their new utopia, but only paid obligatory lip service to it. Certain Marxists, such 
as Antonio Gramsci, began to theorize that Marx had not gone far enough by defining society only in 
economic terms - rather, there were "cultural pillars" which also prevented the common man from 
embracing his new role in the world. The people of the nations of Europe, even though they were 
badly damaged by the war, still had strong ties of loyalty to their countries, religions and traditions - 
all of which had prevented Marx's global utopia from appearing. 
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Click Pic for "Who Stole Our Culture" -- by William S. Lind 
It is from this train of thought that "the Frankfurt School" was established - to study what held society 
together culturally... and how to make it collapse. This group stayed in Germany until the 1930's, but 
since many of them were Jews being targeted by Hitler and the Nazis, they disbanded and relocated 
to various universities located throughout the West where they continued with their studies. 


These "Cultural Marxists" showed there were different levels of "identity" in the human psyche. 
Further, if you removed one level the subject would "pop up" to the next. 


Individual --> Family --> Community --> Region (Province/State) --> Nation --> World 
(Communist Party) 

Removing family identity causes the individual "pop up" to the community level, and if you remove 
regional loyalties, the identity "pops up" to the national level, and so on. Their goal, of course, was to 
remove all loyalties to anyone but "The Party." 


Individual --> The World (Global Communism) 


The "pillars of Western society" which Cultural Marxists identified for destruction were: 
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| i ‘Christianity, capitalism, authority, the 
family, patriarchy, hierarchy, morality, tradition, sexual restraint, loyalty, patriotism, nationalism, heredity, 
ethnocentrism, convention, and conservatism. 


Not only did Cultural Marxists identify these pillars, all of which have obviously been significantly 
weakened over the past fifty years, (a great cause for alarm even if there is no "conspiracy" behind it), 


but they also devised techniques to attack them - the most notable of which is called "Critical 
Theory." 


Critical Theory 


The general idea behind Critical Theory is to use criticism (based on "the Truth is Relative") to 
destroy by continual division. 


FATALE 


FLIRT WITH DANGER 
a F 


A necessary tool for Critical Theorists is the Agent Provocateur, for without someone starting the 
argument, Critical Theory never begins. A conflict must be started for the plan of Critical Theory to 
be implemented. 


The second tool Critical Theorists use is the natural human behaviour of fearing difference from the 
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crowd. An example of this is the use of Political Correctness to slowly encourage mass acceptance of 
an idea. Human alienation is a powerful threat and therefore there is a strong urge to compromise 
your own principles in order to maintain social cohesion with the larger group. 


The last tool Critical Theorists employ is a technique of brainwashing 
which originates from the psychology of people subjected to torture - they took the physical parts out 
but left the mental aspect in. 


This is the 3-step brainwashing technique of how to change personal values: 

1 - UNFREEZING from the present level of acceptence. 

2 - MOVING the subject to the next level. 

3 - FREEZING the subject at the new level until proper acceptance occurs. (Repeat until the desired 
destruction is achieved.) 


So, could you destroy something absolute like mathematics with such techniques? 


Sure you could. Imagine that you have proven to yourself that 1+1=2 
by physically using oranges to illustrate the absoluteness of the statement. 
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It's all pretty simple, one orange plus 
another orange equals two oranges and I know it's true because I can physically prove it. Life is good 
and the Canada Tax & Revenue Agency is continually pleased I am filing my taxes accurately based 
on the "orange calculator." There is no need to change this system, because it works. 


Along comes Delilah, an Agent Provocateur, and she notices my system - to which she points out that 
oranges are made up of segments. In fact there are 10 orange segments which make up an orange. 


"Fair enough," I say, "there are oranges and there are orange segments which make up 1/10 of an 
orange. The math still works." 


The next time I see Delilah, she argues with me that it is discriminatory for me to consider an orange 
segment to be only 1/10th the value of an orange. She argues that without the segments, the orange 
wouldn't exist, therefore each segment is worth FAR more than just 1/10th of an orange. 


The "truth is relative," remember? 


She tells me that it's discriminatory to consider the "traditional orange" to be more valuable than 
orange segments and demands that I acknowledge all parts of oranges are important, whether that be 
"traditional oranges" or orange segments. By allowing her to define an orange as a "traditional 
orange," I have already lost half the battle because by such a definition one has to acknowledge that 
there are types of oranges other than the traditional. 


As time goes on, Delilah and her friends start to grumble, "Anyone who does math using traditional 
oranges is a hate-filled, right-wing Orangaphobe." 
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Click Pic for "Marxist Feminism's Ruined Lives" -- by Mallory Millet (Sister of Kate) 

The next time I see Delilah she hardly even bothers to speak to me. She is marching with her friends, 
all carrying signs reading: "Respect ALL kinds of oranges" and "Stop Bigots from Determining for 
Me What an Orange Is." Finally the last moronic Delilah follower walks by with a sign saying "All 
Oranges are Equal - Equality for Orange Segments." 


I think you can see where this simplified example is going. Eventually, if they can get "unequal" parts 
of a traditional orange to be defined as equal... well, effectively, math has been destroyed because 


now math can be 1+1=2 or 1+1=11, or 15, or 20... Math is useless, so let's just do away with it! 


Of course, there's much more to it all than the basic outline I've put forth here, but that's something 
we'll explore in the next section. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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It's Not Marxism Because... 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"A world where men and women would be equal is easy to visualize, for that precisely is what 
the Soviet Revolution promised." - Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex (New York, Random 
House, 1952), p.806 


NOTHING TO SEE HERE . 
MEP) 


KEEP WALKING 


One of the most common arguments I see 
made against the notion that feminism and Marxism are one in the same goes something like this: 


"Feminism and Marxism aren't related because Stalin's policy of xyz was certainly not feminist!" (or 
Mao's, or Pol Pot's or Gorbachev - take your pick). 


Another common argument goes like this: 


"Russian women aren't raving feminists like American women, therefore, Marxism and feminism 
aren't related." 


Well, all these things may be true, but, one must also realize that Marxism is kinda like Christianity 
in that while it has a large over-riding ideology, there are many different denominations with varying 
beliefs. Lenin's interpretation of Marxism was one such type, called Leninism, and when Stalin took 
over he interpreted Marxism in a different way - over-riding some of Lenin's beliefs - and thus 
becoming "Stalinism." Mao as well interpreted Marxism differently from Stalin, and this became 
known as "Maoism." So, just as it is false to say that Protestants aren't Christians because they don't 
have a Pope and never go to confession, so is it false to say that Marxism and feminism are unrelated 
because of reason XYZ during Boris Yeltsin's vodka soaked tenure at the helm. 
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Mostly when people such as myself assert that Marxism and feminism are one in the same, it has a lot 
to do with the philosophies behind Marxism, such as the oppressor vs. victim class, the use of the 
Marxist dialectic to manipulate the population, the "end-goal" of Marxism & feminism being 
remarkably similar, and most of all it comes from Engels' own words (Marx made a few references to 
liberating women, but Engels really got into it). 


A few years back, Carey Roberts wrote several articles on this very subject, and I would like to quote 
a few of them to illustrate why the Soviet Union under Lenin is often referred to as a feminist Utopia. 


From The Marxist Prescription for Women's 


Liberation: 


"In the 1840's, Marx concocted this bizarre theory: Since working men were oppressed by capitalist 
economies, then women were doubly-victimized by the effects of capitalism and patriarchy. 


This is how Karl Marx and Frederick Engels explained it in their 1848 Communist Manifesto: 


"What is the present family based on? On 
capitalism, the acquisition of private property... The bourgeois sees in his wife nothing but 
production." 


In his 1884 book, The Origin of the Family, Engels elaborated on the theme of patriarchal 
oppression: 
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"The overthrow of mother was the world historical defeat of the female sex. The man took control 
in the home also; the woman was degraded and reduced to servitude; she became the slave of his 
lust and a mere instrument for the production of children."" 


KKK 


Furthermore, after the Russian Revolution, Lenin (not Stalin or Kruschev) erected a system in society 
to fully liberate women from marriage and the role of motherhood. These measures he took are 100% 
in line with any feminist family or workplace initiative in our modern day Western Civilization. 
Stalin, in fact, removed many of Lenin's feminist policies because it was obvious how much it was 
harming the people and thus, the state. You have to keep in mind, when the Russian Revolution 
occured under Lenin, all of the Marxist philosophers around the world waited anxiously for the 
global revolution to happen - for the workers to rise up, throw off their chains and unite. This was 
supposed to cause a collapse of the nation states around the world and the emergence of a new order 
under the umbrella of global, Communist governance. Obviously this never happened. But we can 
assume from this, however, that Lenin's structuring of society was more directly based upon Marx 
and Engel's philosophies than Stalin's - for Stalin had to concern himself with maintaining a 
functioning state for the longterm, something probably not given too much consideration by the 
Leninists who were waiting around for all the world's nation-states to collapse. 


From When Family Dissolution Becomes the Law of the Land, by Carey Roberts: 


KEEP 
BORTIO 


LEGA 


church ceremonies. Lenin opened state-run nurseries, dining halls, laundries and sewing centers. 


"So in 1918, Lenin introduced a new marriage code that outlawed 


Abortion was legalized in 1920, and divorce was simplified. 
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In a few short years, most of the functions of the family had been expropriated by the state. By 
1921, Lenin could brag that "in Soviet Russia, no trace is left of any inequality between men and 


women under law." 


But Lenin's dream of gender emancipation soon dissolved into a cruel nightmare of social chaos. 


irst, the decline of marriage gave rise to rampant 
sexual debauchery. Party loyalists complained that comrades were spending too much time in love 
affairs, so they could not fulfill their revolutionary duties. 


Not suprisingly, women who were sent out to labor in the fields and factories stopped having 
babies. In 1917, the average Russian woman had borne six children. By 1991, that number had 
fallen to two. This fertility free-fall is unprecedented in modern history. 


But it was the children who were the greatest victims. As a result of the break-up of families, 
combined with civil war and famine, countless numbers of Russian children found themselves without 
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family or home. Many ended up as common theives or prostitutes. 
In his recent book, "Perestroika," Mikhail Gorbachev reflected on 70 years of Russian turmoil: "We 


have discovered that many of our problems -- in children's and young people's behaviour, in our 
morals, culture and in production -- are partially caused by the weakening of family ties."" 


KKK 


It's not hard to see why the Soviet Union after the Revolution is so often referred to as a feminist 
paradise, eh? 


So, when and why did it change? 


From "Roots of American Culture and Community in Disarray" -- Statement of Bill Woods to the 
Committee on Ways and Means: 


"FAMILY LAW, CHILD SUPPORT, AND WELFARE FROM MARXISM? 


2004 


1965 


FATHERLESS 
CHILDREN 


any people would be shocked to learn that much of 
the current “family law” system we have today, which is at the heart of so much of our modern social 
upheaval and America’s “welfare state, ” was born in the Soviet Union. Still more shocking would be 
the revelation that when the Soviet Union discovered its system was a disastrous failure, it 
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instituted serious reforms in the early 1940’s to try to restore the family and the country. The 
Soviets made these changes when fatherlessness (which included children from divorced fathers) 
reached around 7 million children and their social welfare structure (day cares, kindergartens, 
state children’s facilities, etc.) was overburdened. Yet in America, some studies suggest that we are 
approaching 11 or 12 million such children. All the while, the social and financial costs of welfare 
and fatherlessness are just now gaining more widespread attention. America’s fatherlessness crisis is 
primarily by judicial making with the cooperation of the legions of lawyers and bureaucrats who 
profit from family destruction which rips America apart. 


Unfortunately, the Soviet reforms came too late and never brought about the extent of social 
reconstruction that would have allowed recovery from its self-inflicted social destruction. It was 
unable to stave off its widely celebrated collapse when the Berlin wall came down. Even though the 
Soviets tried in vain to restore the social values they had worked so hard to eradicate..." 


KK K 


As one can plainly see from the quotes above, feminism and Marxism are intricately linked. The fact 
that Stalin changed the Soviet Union's family policy after he took power in no way discredits that 
Lenin attempted to create a feminist Utopia after the Russian Revolution. He obviously based his 
feminist policies on Marx & Engels' ideas on the subject. Feminist goals are 100% aligned with the 
ideas put forth by V.I. Lenin, and thus ought to be more accurately described as Marxist-Leninist. 
Feminism is very much based upon Marxism. 


"The Women's Caucus [endorses] Marxist-Leninist thought." -- Robin Morgan, Sisterhood is 
Powerful, p. 597 


Previous / Index / Next 


From Lenin's March 8th, 1921 speech on International Working Women's Day: 
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"But you cannot draw the masses into politics without drawing in the women as well. For under 
capitalism the female half of the human race is doubly oppressed. The working woman and the 
peasant woman are oppressed by capital, but over and above that, even in the most democratic 
of the bourgeois republics, they remain, firstly, deprived of some rights because the law does 
not give them equality with men; and secondly—and this is the main thing—they remain in 
household bondage", they continue to be “household slaves", for they are overburdened with 
the drudgery of the most squalid, backbreaking and stultifying toil in the kitchen and the 
family household. 


No party or revolution in the world has ever dreamed of striking so deep at the roots of the 
oppression and inequality of women as the Soviet, Bolshevik revolution is doing. Over here, in 
Soviet Russia, no trace is left of any inequality between men and women under the law. The 
Soviet power has eliminated all there was of the especially disgusting, base and hypocritical 
inequality in the laws on marriage and the family and inequality in respect of children. 


This is only the first step in the liberation of woman. But none of the bourgeois republics, 
including the most democratic, has dared to take oven this first step. The reason is awe of 


“sacrosanct private property." 


The second and most important step is the abolition of the private ownership of land and the 
factories. This and this alone opens up the way towards a complete and actual emancipation of 
woman, her liberation from “household bondage” through transition from petty individual 
housekeeping to large-scale socialised domestic services." 


Further Reading: 
Marxist Feminism's Ruined Lives -- by Mallory Millet (Sister of famed feminist, Kate Millet) 
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The Powers That Be 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Is "someone" or some "thing" behind all 
of this monkeying around with our culture? 


It's natural to seek someone to point a finger at, to try to explain how this could have happened to us. 
There are many different opinions and there are certainly enough pivotal events in history which are 
shrouded in mystery or lost knowledge to fuel many a conspiracy theory. 


I can see two reactions amongst my readers as I say this. The first is going, "Well thank, goodness! I 
was wondering if he had the balls to bring that subject up." 


"Et Tu, Brute?" My other reader's eyes roll back in their heads as they 
begin supress their gag reflex, "Oh no! Here comes the talk about the Illuminati and the Protocols of 
the Elders Zion. Or wait, maybe this guy believes it's the Rothschild's... and he's going to link both 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 441 of 744 


Hitler and Marx to the banking elites and the Bilderberg Group... or perhaps he'll tell us about the 
Masons, the Skull and Bones and the sex-party initiations at the Bohemian Grove." 


Well, not really - although I would like to briefly address some of these ideas to illustrate where my 


general position is on the matter and how it actually helped me understand the concepts of "truth" 
found within these pages. 


CONSPIRACY THEORIES. 


L 


CONSPIRACY-THEORIES 
EVERYWHERE. 


"Conspiracy theories," by the way, are not ridiculous in and of themsevles. Throughout history many 


major events involved conspiracies. 
- Julius Caesar was assasinated in a conspiracy. 


- Otto von Bismarck conspired to foment the Franco-Prussian War by falsifying documents, which 
resulted in the unification of the Germanic States. 


- The US Founding Fathers met in secrecy and conspired to overthrow the rule of the king and start a 
new nation. 


History is positively filled with conspiracy theories that turned out to be conspiracy "fact." 


Even in the modern day, we know that the CIA has used various subversive techniques to influence 

the direction of a nation's populace. They did it in Central America and South East Asia. They did it 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, and they're doing it today in both the Ukraine and China through the use of 
various NGO's and other organizations. 
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By Cindy 
D. Boklan 


The VENONA Project 


Significance 


Furthermore, we now know for a fact from the Venona Project that during the Cold War, the Soviet 
Union and the KGB was indeed using subversive propaganda programs in an attempt to undermine 
Western Culture - to affect our belief in religion, sexual morality, patriotism and so forth. The 
rebellious sixties were indeed a wild ride for the Baby Boomers, and it wasn't entirely accidental. 


Also, since the Financial Crisis of '08/09, there is no doubt that powerful banking and corporate 
interests influence the corridors of government. The "Man-Cession" that resulted also showed us that 
corporate interests and the interests of the citizens are absolutely not aligned with one another. This is 
what resulted in corporations off-shoring all of our good-paying manufacturing jobs, replacing us 
Westerners with what amounts to slave labour from the developing world, all in the name of Free 
Trade and Gloablization - which by the way, was mostly lobbied for by organizations funded by the 
very corporations that so vastly have profited from it. 


If one were to "follow the money," those who most benefited from the Women's Lib of the 60's and 
70's, when women flooded the workforce, were large corporations. After all, by doubling the supply 
of workers available to them they halved the cost of labour and booked greater profits because of it. 


Also, the more divorce and family break-down there is, the more these corporations create a demand 
for their goods. A divorced man and woman need two fridges instead of one, after all. Do you think 
General Electric doesn't understand this? Most of corporate profits from mass-produced products are 
made "at the margin." What that means is there is a fixed cost to mass-producing a certain product - 
that GE, for example, must sell five million refrigerators a year to simply break even on the costs of 
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materials and the factory and infrastructure needed to assemble them. The profit is made from selling 
six million refrigerators, or, 100% of the profit is made on the /ast million refrigerators sold, not the 
first five million. Therefore, if an increase in divorce raises the demand for refrigerators by only 10%, 
they will now have increased the amount of refrigerators sold to 6.6 million, and will have increased 
their profits by 60%. That is a huge incentive to support the break-down of the family and traditional 
gender roles, don't you think? 


ERNMENT 
LESS SPENDIN 
LOWER AYES. 


a 


ri J M 
The government as well has grown exponentially over the past century and has become an 
"organism" that is self-serving in its own right. Government never gets smaller but only grows, trying 
to justify its existence and ever-higher budgets by creating problems rather than solving them. In the 
case of the government, becoming as dysfunctional as possible actually increases their power. If 
children aren't learning to read at school, for example, this becomes the rationale for increasing the 
budget to hire special educators to "solve" the problem. The worse the government works, the bigger 
it grows. The more people the government pushes into welfare, the greater power those who control 
the welfare programs are granted. It's perverse, but because government is an abstract concept of 
"they" that seems theoretically perfectible, people assume that the government "should" do this or 
that because they are detached from the rest of the population. No-one ever seems to realize those 
people we put in government who "should" behave altruistically, are also the exact same neighbours 
and people you know you would never, ever trust to intrude into your life in other areas. 


NGO's supposedly formed to help battered women are given billions of tax dollars per year. Does 
anyone really think they will ever declare that the "crisis" has passed and they will only need 50% of 
the tax dollars they did last year? Of course not - they'd lose power then. These organization exist to 
serve themselves, not the people they purport to help. They have a vested interest in intensifying the 
problems rather than actually solving them. 
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' Not only that, but there is the whole of 
ram to 160k at. As I've pointed out before, there are oodles of examples of cultures and 


civilizations rising and falling, often for the same reasons - like an androgynizing of the sexes and 
falling birthrates. We aren't the first people to be faced with these problems - it seems to be a 
recurring problem. In fact, when looking at the structure of America and how its Constitution is used 
to anchor itself into Absolute Truth by declaring rights are granted by The Creator (The Absolute is 
out of human reach and can't be changed), rather than by the State and its laws (The Subjective is 
easily changed), it seems quite clear that they knew there is a human tendency to rationalize things 


away until there is no longer a functioning society. 


And, of course, I have myself pointed out that placing the Relative Truth above the Absolute Truth is 
as old as humankind itself, making it a natural part of the human condition - something we've had to 


struggle against since we emerged from the primordeal ooze. 


The fact of the matter is, I haven't a clue who all the players are behind the scene, nor can I actually 
prove that any of them really exist in some sinister sense or not - although I have my suspicions. 


However, there ARE certain things we can see which remove any doubt that "they" fully understand 
what they are doing. Look at this claim from the Canadian NGO called C.A.R.E. which is designed to 
help women in developing nations: 
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"When a girl in the developing world receives seven years of education, she marries four years 
later and has 2.2 fewer children." 
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In other words, I am not the only one who understands that monkeying with hypergamy by pushing 


women into the workforce splits apart the genders and causes the birthrate to fall. This is not a 
judgement on whether women should get an education or not - it is just pointing out that it's known 
what the effects of it are, and in fact it's being manipulated into these developing countries' 
populations as a means of birth-control - something which again is not a judgement, because many of 
the poorest countries in the world certainly do need to lower their birthrates. 


NEW WORLD ORDER 


Countries in the Western World, however, have 
negative birthrates and are in serious peril of collapsing and disappearing from the face of the earth 
over the next century - or less. Therefore, it is only logical to assume that "they" also know they are 
killing off our Western culture by affirmative actioning women over men - despite half-assed claims 


to show they are concerned with the birthrates of their dying nations. Why are we at the same time 


cheering that women receive 60% of all university degrees? Furthermore, in the one area men still 
dominate - STEM subjects - there is a decided movement to affirmative action in at least 50% 
females, just to be "fair." Obviously, there are people who fully understand why our Western 
birthrates have plummeted, and they keep recommending more of it! One is left only with the 
conclusion that these people are purposefully trying to kill off Western Culture by shoving a feminist 
suicide-pill down our throats. 


And I do know that the world is running pell-mell towards a one-world order, the end result of 
globalization. I also know that the end goal of the philosophies of Marxism were never about Soviet 
domination of the earth, but rather about creating a global government. The idea of Communism is 
international socialism while Fascism is national socialism, and it certainly does seem that this goal 
of creating a one-world system based on a global, centrailized government that adheres to Socialism 
will be achieved in my lifetime. Each and every time a "crisis" has occured over the past decades, it 
has been used to justify sacrificing national sovereignty to some supra-national organization or 
another. This is actual treason, by the way, since nowhere in the constitution of any country on earth 
is there authorization to cede national sovereignty to a foreign ruling body like this. 


So what to do? I could write an entire book about "who" and still never prove it - at least not any 
further than hundreds of others already have. If that's your thing, you are more than welcome to take 
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what I have written and draw your own conclusions. 


Anatoliy Golitsyn 


Prologue and Eplloguelby Larry Abraham 
What I have doing, however, is following the line of Anatoliy Golitsyn, author of New Lies for Old 
and one of the highest level KGB officers to ever defect to the USA. After being interrogated by the 
CIA for several weeks, who were pushing picture after picture in front of Golitsyn trying to get him 


to identify all of the KGB moles in various institutions and embassies around the world, he got angry 
and shouted at them: 


"Who care about all the names in the KGB, if you don't understand what they are doing?" 


Throughout this chapter, that is what I will be focusing on: What "they" are doing, rather than who 
"they" are. 


I have zeroed in on the aspect of the problem which I loosely call "Marxism," although perhaps this is 
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not the best term because what we are dealing is a bastardized version of Marx's Economic Theory. 
I've veered off more into the world of Cultural Marxism - since we are dealing with culture - and 
further, the philosophical significance of Hegel's and later Marx's "Dialectic," which was based upon 
the idea of "The Truth is Relative" and the abolishing of the Absolute. This obviously upset the "truth 
hierarchy" as put forth by the Bible, John Locke, and the Constitution as created by the USA's 


Founding Fathers: 
Absolute 
Truth 
Objective 
Truth 
Subjective 
Truth 


Click Pic for "The Masculine Principle" 


1 - God's Law/Absolute Truth 
2 - Natural Law/Objective Truth = Masculine Principle 
3 - Civil Law/Subjective Truth = Feminine Principle 


After Hegel & Marx, the ordering became like this: 
1 - Subjective Truth = The Feminine Principle 


2 - Subjective Truth = The Feminine Principle 
3 - Subjective Truth = The Feminine Principle 


Also, it's not just "Marxists" who want to exert their will by tearing 
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down the higher truths and replacing them with lower ones. For example, Auguste Comte, the father 


of the social sciences, devised a system back in the 1800's for totalitarian population control based 
upon sociological manipulations, and he too asserted that the world must be led by the feminine 


principle rather than the masculine principle. 

Marx himself had this to say of the subject of women and society: 

Anyone who knows anything of history knows that great social changes are impossible without 
feminine upheaval. Social progress can be measured exactly by the social position of the fair sex, 
the ugly ones included." 

This, of course, leads to wondering just what the heck was it that Marx meant by that, and why do 
totalitarians want the world structured under the feminine principle rather than the masculine 


principle? 


That's what we'll be examining next under the loose term of "Marxism." 


Previous / Index / Next 
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A Woman's Right to Choose 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


—" 


ath of Life 


"[Do you believe women have the right] to bear children when they wish to?" 


Answer: 


I suspect this is a trick question that deals with abortion, and not actually women’s natural right to 
bear children when they wish to. All females in the animal kingdom have the natural right to bear 
children, as I have already pointed out in a previous post. 


Also, note that women are the ones who are in control. They choose to either abstain or get naked and 
spread their legs. They are the ones who know best when they are ovulating and thus are directly in 
control of “The Rhythm Method.” They are the ones who have the pill, condoms, IUD’s, 
spermicides, diaphragms, hysterectomies, the “morning after pill,” and abortions at their disposal. 
After giving birth, they are the ones who can decide to keep the baby, put it up for adoption or 
anonymously abandon it at a hospital, police station or fire department without fear of legal 
repercussions. 


A man has only the choices of abstaining, condoms or vasectomy. 
And yet, society whines relentlessly at the man for “getting her pregnant.” 


This is entirely absurd, and it would appear to anyone on the outside looking in that women are 
complaining of oppression because they are the ones with all the choices. 


But, I digress. Let’s get back to abortion. 
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i am sure that feminists will fast point out 
that 2/3 of the napulation supports abortion. But, as with almost everything that feminists say, they 
are only speaking in half truths. 


What these types of abortion-support statistics are based on is that when surveyed, 1/3 of the 
population supports abortion-on-demand, 1/3 does not support abortion-on-demand but does support 
abortion in cases of incest, rape or when the mother’s health is at risk, and the remaining 1/3 are 
opposed to all kinds of abortion. 


Feminists are quite aware that most un-informed people naturally choose cohesion to the larger group 
and that is why they dishonestly skew these statistics to make it appear that most of the population 
supports abortion. Everybody wants to be a “moderate” who is in agreement with the majority. It is a 
well known psychological phenomenon, sometimes even used in brainwashing techniques, and 
feminists manipulate it ruthlessly. 


When one examines things a little closer though, it becomes apparent that abortions performed on 

victims of rape and incest, or those performed when the mother’s health is at risk; make up such a 

miniscule percentage of the total amount of abortions performed that it is far more accurate to say 

that 2/3 of population are opposed to the majority of abortions — that being, abortion as a means of 
birth control. 


What a sneaky little trick that our “esteemed academics” have played on us with this wordplay. 
Stalin, Hitler and Goebbels applaud them heartily from the depths of hell. 


But, this whole argument gets even more absurd than it would first appear, precisely because 
feminists have successfully fought for the “right to choose.” 


In a previous article, I pointed out that children are the product of woman's sexuality, which she owns 
100%. It used to be that upon marriage; a woman "sold" her sexuality to a man and took his surplus 
labour as "payment" for it. Thus, the children of a marriage used to be considered the husband's 
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children, while children born out-of-wedlock were considered to be the woman's "property." 


In times past, it was often considered the “morally right thing for a man to do” to marry a woman 
who got herself pregnant by irresponsibly using her sexuality out of wedlock. Society benefited from 


this socially manipulated moral pressure, as it has always been known that fatherless children were 
detrimental to society, thus the negative connotations associated with the word “bastard.” But, under 


no circumstances was a man legally obligated to “give the child his name,” to take ownership of the 
woman’s sexuality through marriage, and thus, make her child into his own. 


But we live in different times today than we did in the past. We now have a plethora of birth control 
methods that have been made available to women. (Not men. Aside from a permanent vasectomy, 
men’s birth control methods have not changed much at all). And, to top it all off, if a woman fails to 
use all of the various birth control methods available to her, she is still offered the ultimate choice to 
kill the baby via abortion. And, let’s make no mistake about it; it is HER CHOICE, not the man’s, 
and not anyone else’s. Is this not the core of the feminist mantra, "4 Woman's Right to CHOOSE"? Is 
not this “right to choose” enshrined in the laws of almost every Western nation? 


So, I want to put a little comparison into your head to fully illustrate how absurd this argument has 
become. 


Imagine Dick and Jane, two platonic friends, are walking down the street together and they pass a car 


dealership, Fembot Motors. They stop and admire a shiny new Corvette together. They both get a 
twinkle in their eye and smile as they see the other has the same thought: “Let’s take this car for a test 
drive!” 


: a So, Dick and Jane roar out of the 
dadi in ie Corvette. First Jane drives the car, then they switch positions and Dick drives it 
home. Ah, the joy of driving! Their hearts pound with excitement. The exhilaration of controlling a 
powerful beast! But, they never had any intention of actually “buying” the Corvette. They are just 
joy-riding. 


Upon returning to the dealership, they toss the keys back to the salesman, say “thanks,” and carry on 
walking down the road together without a care in the world. 
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But, alas, a month later Jane calls up Dick and informs him that she returned to the dealership after 

their test drive and purchased the Corvette, signing a 4 year lease with payments of $1,300 a month. 
Now she wants to know if he will “man up” and help her make the payments on it, because after all, 
they went on the original test drive together. Jane claims that he planted the seeds of desire into her 

head which caused her to choose to purchase the Corvette. 


Of course, Dick tells her to get bent. She chose to purchase the car of her own free will and he is not 
responsible for her choices. 


Jane does not allow things to just quietly go away and take responsibility for her choices, however. 


No indeed! In fact, she gets herself a lawyer and Dick is served a summons to appear in court where 
Jane is bringing a lawsuit against Dick, to force him to pay for her new Corvette. 


Dick goes to court as he is required to, and walks out completely dumbfounded by the judge’s 
decision: 


Because Dick went on the original test drive with Jane, the judge declares that Dick is liable to pay 
“damages” to Jane. After all, Dick planted the seeds of desire in Jane’s head by agreeing to go on a 
test drive with her. Therefore, the court declares that Dick is responsible for Jane’s choice to purchase 
the car. 


Since Jane is the one who has the responsibilities of driving the car, washing the car, and providing a 
parking space in the driveway for the car, Judge MacKinnon rules that it’s only fair that Dick 
contributes his share to the upkeep of the Corvette: Dick must make the $1,300/mo lease payments, 
in addition to paying for the insurance, gas and maintenance to operate the car. 


Dick requests of the judge that he be given the right to drive the Corvette himself from time to time, 
but Judge MacKinnon rules against Dick’s request because it is not his car, and therefore he has no 
"rights" to it! 


That's Wil Wheatons job. _ 


ICANHSSCHEEZEUROER.COM $ $ 


ou can see why being a Dick is not a 
good thing to be. 


But, is this not the exact situation we are now presented with since “women have the right to 
choose?" 
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Most places have laws on the books called “Fetal Murder Laws.” Take states like California or 


Texas, for example. Fetal Murder is considered to be a Capital Crime, punishable as if the fetus were 
a living, breathing human being. 


Killing a fetus in these states is considered equal to murdering a human being. 


But, how come then, a woman and her doctor are not charged with murder in the event of an 
abortion? 


It is because of the woman's right to choose, which even supercedes murder laws! 


And, let’s just clear this up a little. It is not that the woman is choosing whether she wants to have a 
fertilized egg inside her or not. She has already passed up on choosing several safe and easy birth 
control methods before she got to the Right to Choose phase. 


What a woman is “choosing” is whether what is inside of her is a human life to be honoured and 
revered, or just a useless piece of tissue to be flushed down the toilet. 


If she chooses that the fetus is just a useless piece of tissue instead of human life, then the state fully 
backs her up and says the fetus is not alive, and therefore she cannot be guilty of murder when she 
rids herself of it. 


But, if she chooses that the fetus is to be a baby, then the state backs her up and says that if someone 
causes her fetus to miscarry, that person is guilty of homicide — of taking a human life. 


So you see, while a woman may have a fertilized egg inside of her as a result using her sexuality with 
a man, the “right to choose” dictates that it is nothing until the woman chooses, of her own free will, 
whether or not she wants “this thing” to be a baby or disposable garbage. 


And, God forbid that she loses that right to choose. Why, that is enshrined as a woman’s civil right, 
and to deny her this choice is to oppress her! (Mother Nature is a really oppressive bitch). 


But, it is clear that if a woman has “a right to choose,” then she does not actually become pregnant 
until after conception. She becomes pregnant only when she chooses to of her own free will. 


So, how on earth can feminists and the corrupt courts possibly demand that a man should be legally 
and financially responsible for her choice? 


If she “chooses” for it to be a human life and have a baby, then it is absolutely no different than if she 
chose to go into a fertility clinic and become pregnant through artificial insemination. And, in such 
situations, she is responsible for the consequences of her choice, including financial responsibility. 


A man should only be responsible for the child if he himself has chosen to be so of his own free will. 
And, that choice usually comes through marriage. 
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Are women to be treated as children in our society? Why don’t feminists demand an end to this 
insulting farce and declare that women are independent and can handle responsibility for their own 
choices? Why do they insist that others should pay for their choices? 


SSS 
“Rights without responsibilities” is the state of a child. 


“Responsibilities without rights” is the state of a slave. 


“Rights with responsibilities for one’s own actions” is the state of a full fledged citizen; a full 
“person” under the law. 


Why do feminists keep demanding that women be treated like children and men like slaves? 


Why don’t women stand up and declare their equality by refusing to be coddled as though they're 
toddlers who cannot be held responsible for their own choices? 


Why are women granted the right to be “dead-beat citizens?” 
It’s time to choose to “woman up,” ladies. 


What’s taking you so long to choose to grow up? 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Feminizing the Decline 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


“Remember this: The strongest sign of the decay of a nation is the feminization of men and the 
masculinization of women. It is notable that in Communist nations women are exhorted, and 
compelled, to do what has traditionally been men’s work. American women, some of them, feel 
triumphant that they have broken down the ‘barricades’ between the work of the sexes. I hope 
they will still feel triumphant when some commissar forces a shovel or an axe into their soft 
hands and compels them to pound and cut forests and dig ditches. I hope they will be ‘happy’ 
when a husband deserts them and they must support their children and themselves alone. 
(After all, if a woman must be ‘free’ she shouldn’t object to men being free too, should she?) I 
hope they will feel ‘fulfilled’ when they are given no more courtesies due to their sex and no 
kindnesses, but are kicked aside on the subway buses by men, and jostled out of the way by 
men on busy sidewalks and elevators.... I hope, when they look in their mirrors, that they will 
be pleased to see exhausted, embittered faces, and that they will be consoled by their 
paychecks.” ~ Taylor Caldwell, 1970 


KK K 


Quote from Sovereign Man (Regarding 
how various governments are encouraging people to have more sex because of the looming birthrate 
crisis): 


"Last year, the Danish government promoted an initiative called "Do it for Denmark", 
encouraging Danes to travel abroad and have sex while on holidays. They even have a pretty racy 
YouTube video featuring a scantily clad gorgeous blond waiting to do her duty for her country and 
procreate. 


Singapore as well has a catchy jingle about going out and making babies, brought to you by the 
same guys who did the Mentos theme song. 


The Swedish government actually spent taxpayer money on its new genitals song, so it can start 
indoctrinating children early on how to make babies. 
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Here in Japan, which has one of the lowest birthrates in the world, the government is desperate to 
find solutions to what it calls its libido crisis. According to their data, Japanese men aren’t terribly 
interested in sex and the women find sex to be bothersome. 


[...] Easily the most ridiculous solution they came up with is to impose a ‘handsome tax’ on 
attractive men. [...] The idea being that if you tax handsome men, then less attractive men would 
have more money and hence be able to attract women." 


(Read more here). 
I think the problems aren't quite as simple as made out to be... and they are deeply hidden behind 


political correctness and the out-of-control feminist movement. It will take me a little while to bring 
this back around to low birth-rates, but please bear with me as I present my case. 


Click Pic to Read "It's Not Marxism Because..." 
Didn't Britain just declare 30% of executives are to be women, since gender equality is supposed to 


be economically beneficial and has been "proven" by reams of (activist sponsored) academic 
research? Norway did the same a few years ago - affirmative actioning in a 40% female quota for all 
of its major corporations' executive boards and positions. 


One wonders then why the garbage collection system wouldn't also benefit from a change to 50/50 
men and women instead of it being nearly 100% male. Ditto for the almost completely female 
nursing and education industries... oh... and the 70% of government workers that are female - all 
receiving about 30% higher wages than the private sector would be able to afford. Not only would 
these changes supposedly bring greater profits - as women's studies "professors" claim (without ever 
stating a specific study we can analyze) - but it ought to lower other expenses as well, such as 
worker's compensation for injuries, which are 94% attributed to careless, clumsy males. Therefore, 
making all the dangerous jobs like logger, fisherman, bush pilot, construction labourer, farmer etc. 
etc. 50% female ought to drop the worker's compensation rate by 50% as well! (See how this 
feminism inspired logic works?) 
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Click Pic to read "The Liberation of Men" 

And since everyone points out that the average worker isn't any better off than he was back in the 
1970's, why doesn't anyone dare to ask why that is? Could it be that doubling the supply of workers 
available (by pushing women into the workforce to compete with men) without a subsequent increase 
in demand for goods & services, would halve the income of the general worker, and therefore mean it 
would take two fulltime incomes to accomplish that which was previously paid for by one income? 
It's the freakin' Law of Supply and Demand, yet political correctness prevents even economists from 
pointing out the bleedingly obvious: The problem with wages is an over-supply of workers, which 
we've merely been papering over since the 1970's. Illegal immigrants still can't hold a candle to the 
effects of women entering the workforce enmasse over the past forty-five years. 


lan 


Click Pic to read "Sex Sells" (Hypergamy Explained) 


Further, and VERY importantly, women are hypergamous - They tend to marry up socially and 
financially, not down. Snow White married the Prince, not one of the Seven Dwarves. CEO's marry 
their secretaries; doctors marry nurses; factory workers marry waitresses... but what you'll have a 
hard time finding are female CEO's marrying an auto-mechanic, or a woman lawyer marrying a 
struggling poet. You can find evidence of this today in what are known as "Kitchen Bitch Marriages" 
- where the woman is the primary breadwinner while the male takes on a more domestic role. In such 
marriages, the divorce rate jumps from 50% all the way up to 90%. That's pretty clear evidence of 
hypergamy and the need for defined gender roles, if you ask me.. 
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Thus, the more you pay women, the less men there 
are who exceed them in resources, and the less reason women have to "associate" with them, which 
I've heard somehow or other tends to lead to babies. This is a very large problem with women in the 
workplace - not that they shouldn't be there, but rather that the more successful they are, the fewer 
men they find attractive. Generally speaking, a woman making $60,000 a year does not find a man 
making $40,000/yr to be attractive. And a woman who makes $250,000 will need to find a man 
making around $350-400,000/yr to "trade up" to. The problem now for such a woman becomes that 
while she has shrunk her pool of hypergamously selected mates to only those above her level of 
income (which is very small in the scope of the population), the man who is making as much or more 
than her is hypergamously attractive to ALL women below him, right down to welfare queens. Thus, 
the highly succesful career woman has not only limited her prospects enormously by shrinking her 
pool of mates, but of the prospects she actually does finds attractive, she has to compete with a 
gajillion other women for his attentions. Truly, the handsome tax mentioned above is not as silly as it 
sounds. (Although it certainly goes against any principles I adhere to). 
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RRORINER RAND! OMI 


ANADIAN GIRLS 


Don't mess with them - eh! 


There are lots of parallels with the economy and the lack of sound 
money being the cause of the end of empires, but also to note, in the vast majority of cases 
throughout history, at their peak the genders turn on eachother and androgynize - men and women 
don't have separate roles anymore, but now compete with eachother directly in some genderless role 
neither of us is particularly good at. Who ever would've thunk it that women would find masculinity 
attractive and men would find feminity attractive? Certainly not feminists and academics, that's for 
sure. They think men should find women sexy for their earning abilities (men don't) and women 
ought to find men attractive for their metrosexual fashion sense, housekeeping abilities, and smooth, 
clear skin (women don't). 


When Darius III got his ass handed to him by Alexander the Great, he lamented, "My men have 
become women and my women have become men." (It's true too - by the end of the great Persian 
Empire - at the time the most powerful in history - the men were effeminate and the women were 
leading battalions in the Persian army). 
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Click Pic to Read "Rites of Passage - Making Boys into Men" 
In Rome they used to say that women married intending to divorce and divorced intending to remarry 


(starter marriages, anyone?). They also eventually had to pass laws forcing men to marry or forfeit 


their inheritances along with other such bachelor taxes, because marriage was such a complete and 
utter disaster for most men that they avoided marrying a decadent, sex-positive Roman woman at all 
costs, which most were. The government claimed they needed to pass laws forcing men to marry 
because the low birthrate was a jeopardy to the state, which it certainly was. 


The Ottoman Empire lost its power and lustre when its birthrates fell into negative territory (below 
2.1/couple) - sure it struggled on for quite a while, but with declining birthrates, they never recovered 
until finally they wheezed their last breath in WWI. No population has ever reversed a birthrate that 
dropped below 1.9/couple, and once it falls below 1.3/couple it is mathematically impossible to 
reverse the decline because of the "time gap" that it takes to turn babies into functioning, productive 
citizens. By the way, Japan, Spain & Germany are all at or below this 1.3/couple threshold. Most of 
the rest of the West is sitting around 1.5/couple - except for the USA which is still around 2.0/couple, 
but this is only because of the immigrant population. The "homegrown American" population only 
has a 1.6/couple birthrate. (Birthrates were 3.9/couple back in 1970). 
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Abortion Laws are one thing the West has an option of revoking which the civilizations of the past 
did not. Currently, 21% of all pregnancies end in abortion, while half of women will experience an 
unintended pregnancy by age 45. If the government simply told feminists to get stuffed and made 
abortion illegal, the birthrate would jump 21% instantly. That's not a judgement on the morality of 
abortion - it is simply a fact. (And after all, don't we ask men to die in wars to save society? Having a 
few babies is the least our women can do - in the name of "equality"). And while making abortion 


illegal would not be a complete fix, it would certainly go a lot further than encouraging people to go 
on a vacation to have sex, or writing pee-pee songs to indoctrinate children into sexuality at an early 
age. (While at the same criminalizing every expression of male heterosexuality that pops up in 
society - there's that government inneffeciency for you).. 
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We probably coulda used some of the 50 million babies that were aborted in the USA over the past 
40 years, couldn't we? Especially since many of those non-existent people would have also 
reproduced by now - that means that perhaps 75 million (or more) homegrown citizens are simply 
"missing" from the population. Note that this amount of missing people is about equal to the entire 
US population of the Baby Boomer generation... all of whom were expecting other people's children 
to fund their pensions and lifestyles into old age. It woulda worked, you know, if we hadn't genocided 
the children of tomorrow which we now need to be working and paying taxes to fund the elderly in 
their old age. This is kind of the story about the grasshopper having fun during the summer versus the 
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squirrel saving a cache of nuts for the winter, isn't it? There's no such thing as a free lunch! 


Click Pic to read "The Fraud of Modern Marriage (Women as Chattel)" 
Check out the research of people like JD Unwin's "Sex and Culture" - he documented over 80 


cultures that have risen and fallen over the millenia, and found that in almost all of the cases, when a 
culture was rising it was restricted in its sexuality, it had clearly defined (and by modern terms 
misogynist) gender roles which best utilized both sexes' skills, and women were directly dependant 
on their husbands for income, rather than dependant on government or other such means (Aristotle 
claims unreasonable dowry laws as the cause of men and women repelling from eachother in Sparta - 


and also directly attributed Sparta's demise to a declining birthrate because of women's wealth outside 


of marriage). Unwin also provides evidence that during the decline of cultures and empires, the sexes 
tend to androgynize - which actually pushes them apart rather than pulling them together - and thus, 
in the decline, a culture becomes feminized and therefore birthrates fall until eventually everything 
collapses... kinda like what's happening to us right now. 

KK ok 


QUOTING A YOUNG WOMAN: "As long as mothers and/or wives don’t allow their careers to 
consume their lives and interfere with their God-given duties, then I don’t see a problem. Women 
have their own aspirations and dreams as well just like men (and no I don’t believe that the only 
reason people have careers is to make money)." 
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agree with much of what you say. There is nothing 
inherently wrong with women having jobs, or their own money, or pursuing their own dreams and 
aspirations. 


Now, what those types of dreams and aspirations are, sometimes irks me enormously, when one 
stands back and has a good long look at what society has transformed itself into. 


One of the reasons that women earn less in the workplace is because of the jobs they choose. Women 
are often reporting that they want to have a job that will have some sort of a social impact, or benefit 
the community, and so on, and so on, (&, btw, who doesn’t?) and will take lowered pay in order to 
find a job that meets these criteria. 


Now, that is all good and fine — in fact, it might even be noble. 


But, look at the friggin’ absurdity of what we have done since those dreaded, awful, horrible 1950's. 
(Arguably the zenith of Western Civilization). 


A man back then was able to earn enough money from a mere blue collar job, that his wife could stay 
at home, he could pay for raising 4 kids, they could go on a nice family vacation once a year, he 
could pay for a decent home, and have a new car in the driveway. On his wage alone! 


And often, after the kids were off in school, the house was nice & clean, and the fridge was properly 
reloaded, what did those oppressed women go off and do with the rest of their time? 
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Well, some of them gossiped like the dickens, I suppose, but many others did things they found 
socially rewarding. They raised money for charities, they volunteered time to help the elderly or the 
needy, they organized groups that enhanced the lives of their communities — from hobbies to sports, 
and so on and so on. In other words, they sought social rewards of their own volition, and had money 
in their jeans, er, pleasantly sexy sundress pockets to boot! 


And today? They have “liberated themselves” into 
halving the income of men by flooding the job market with labourers, forcing both men and women 
to work fulltime jobs in order to live in a crappy condo with their 1.6 kids, and the two cars they need 
but can only afford on the never-never plan. (A lease). And what do they want out of their careers? 
To do something socially rewarding that benefits the community! See the irony here? 


IU 
E} pe... a Y a 
LSA F = S a 


$ Bae § d|} 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 468 of 744 


And now, if they get to do such a thing called “social rewards” even marginally from their job, they 
have to do it in march step to their jerk-off boss under far less pleasant circumstances. 


Oh well, Ladies. I guess you’ve spent the last 50 years proving that men have been right for the past 
5,000 years. 


KKK 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Marketplace" 
QUOTE #2, A MAN: "Women get paid less because they work fewer hours in less dangerous jobs. 
It has nothing to do with their noble humanitarian spirit (excuse me while I gag) to help others. 


Women are often over-paid for the amount of work they do, leaving men to pick up the slack and 
subsidize women’s bloated paychecks. 


If women were as altruistic as you claim, they’d recognize the atrocious abuses of the current 
feminist regime in large numbers, but that hasn’t happened because women largely live in their 
own Self-obsessed little worlds. In contrast, men gave women the “women’s liberation movement” 


because men actually DO have compassion and noble intentions." 
KKK 


No, no... 
This isn’t gossip. 
Tt’s the truth. 
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Click Pic for "The Suffragetts versus The Truth" 

No doubt, I agree with much of what you say. Also, women will always put themselves first. And 
they are plagued with narcissism and are often self-obsessed — either with themselves personally, or 
with their own sex. 


And, I don’t doubt that often times the “charity work” they did in the past was done for other than 
purely altruistic reasons. For example: Most men can instantly understand what I mean when I say, 
“It’s not charity if you talk about it.” And I’Il bet that a lot of them ladies clucked very often, trying 
to one up the other hens with tales of how perfect they were, while they cackled about the hens that 
weren’t doing enough to be as good as them. They are, after all, social creatures far more than men, 
and need the approval of the herd, er, flock, to decide what is right and wrong. 
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But, at least the way it was before, it took features of “woman-ness” and harnessed them for the 
betterment of both families and society - much like how patriarchy put sex to work. I don’t think the 
women of old cared so much about “keeping the door stoop swept” out of respect for their husbands, 
but more so the other women thought well of them and had nothing bad to gossip about when they 
knocked on the door. 


And, as an added bonus, it kept them out of our hair all day, until we came home and got what we 
men wanted out of them. 
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Sandwiches 


Because there's more to women than just sex. 
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KKK 


i As an interesting side-note on this subject, while 
Plato argued for the emancipation of women from their traditional role, he warned that women should 
not be encouraged to encroach upon the male role, to prevent what happened in Sparta. Rather, he 
philosophized, they should create a new role from which they can best serve society. 
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It's an interesting thought, isn't it? 


What kind of new role could they have created? Well, since even today, women in the workplace 
claim they are willing to take lower pay in order to serve the community - and since women, 
socialized herd creatures that they are, claim repeatedly that they want their work to have a positive 
impact on society while also allowing them time to tend to children and the elderly in their families, 
why are we paying government bureaucrats to do all the social work that women once traditionally 
did in their free time before all this nonsense started? 


Furthermore, if we returned to the mindset of the home being a place of production rather than 
consumption, what kind of value do you think a woman could create for herself and her family? In 
many cases, everyone would be better off financially - just do the math! 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Fraud of Modern Marriage (Women as Chattel) 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


= -P you believe women have the right] 


to divorce? 


Answer: 


Ah... I suspect this question is based on the tired old feminist refrain, “Women were owned as 
chattel!” 


I think in order for this question to be properly answered, one must first examine the concept that 
marriage is an economic contract based on property rights. 


You see, all throughout the animal kingdom, motherhood is a pretty common theme. It is positively 
everywhere! What is not common in the animal kingdom however, is fatherhood. Nope, not too 
many baby deer know who their fathers are. Fatherhood is a foreign concept in most of the animal 
kingdom. 


Female mammals often find themselves living in a herd filled with many other females, all being bred 
by one dominant alpha male. The females congregate in herds because it is the only way they and 
their offspring can safely survive. Yes, herd living is true Communism where all is shared and they 
all get fat or starve together. Ever wonder why women tend to all think the same way and why they 
desire big, Socialist government over individualism and freedom? Ever wonder why women will 
stick up for another woman even when they know that woman is obviously in the wrong? It’s because 
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of their allegiance to the herd. The herd comes first. Now you know. 


But, one must wonder, what happens to the males that don’t become the alpha male who breeds the 
whole lot of women? 


Well, when a male reaches sexual maturity, he must challenge for breeding rights within the herd. 
Those males who fail to successfully challenge the alpha males become beta males, and get forced to 
leave the herd by the alpha. The beta males generally end up living on the fringes of the herd/society 
where they fend for themselves individually. 


Now, interestingly, the beta males living outside the herd seem to manage to survive individually just 
fine without the need to be part of a herd like the females do. This is because the male is not saddled 
with children and, also, he is stronger than a female. The male has a surplus of labour which enables 
him to live individually apart from the herd. In fact, a male has so much surplus labour, that if he 
lives individually he needs only to expend about 20-30% of it to ensure his survival. 


When one stands back and observes the whole lot, we see that both males and females have a surplus 
and a shortage: 


Price 


Supply 


Demand 


Q Q Q: Quantity 
Males have a surplus of labour but a 


shortage of reproductive ability. 

Females have a surplus of reproductive ability but a shortage of labour. 

Now, perhaps, you can see why marriage is an economic contract. 

The male “sells” his surplus labour to the female in exchange for her reproductive ability. 

The female “sells” her reproductive ability to the male in exchange for his surplus labour. 

In order to “sell” something, you first must “own it” yourself, and upon “selling it,” you are agreeing 


to transfer ownership of it to the buyer. This is the basis of economics, and as you can see, it is based 
on property rights. 
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In the economic contract of marriage, the female agrees to transfer the ownership of her sexual 
reproductive ability to the male, and she takes ownership of his surplus labour as payment for it. 


So, yes, while the feminists harp on and on that women were once “owned” as chattel, there is truth 
to this because in a very real sense, a woman’s sexuality became the property of the husband. He very 
much was considered to “own” her sexuality and the products of her sexuality (children). The 
children of a marriage became his property, because he paid for them. 


(Note that while the children of a marriage are supposed to belong to the husband, children born out 
of wedlock are the property of the woman. A woman who is not married owns her own sexuality and 
the products/children of that sexuality are also her property). 


This is also why, in the past, women were so much more harshly condemned for adultery than men. 
The wife's sexuality was no longer hers to give away. 


This is why, in the past, when a woman was raped it was considered an act of theft against the 
husband. Someone “stole” the sexuality which was his property. 


This is why, in the past, it was considered impossible for a husband to be found guilty of spousal 
rape. How can you possibly steal your own property? 


So, feminists are somewhat truthful when they claim that women were “owned” as chattel. A wife’s 
sexuality (NOT her person), was very much “owned” by her husband and it was in fact used as a 
means of production: The production of the husband’s own children. 


But, as always, feminists are only capable of speaking in half-truths. 


The part of the “women were owned as chattel” song leaves out the second verse, which is “and men 
were owned as beasts of burden.” 
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‘Hyahhh! Move it, you strong ox!” 
bellows the wife. “You are married now, so start pulling this plow! No more lazing around for you!” 


For eons, mothers have told their daughters, “Why buy the cow when the milk is free?” 


You see, the feminists always leave out that the woman sold her sexuality and took something in 
exchange for it: The man's surplus labour. 


And benefit from a man’s surplus labour the wives of the past most surely did! 


She benefited by no longer having to rely on the Communist lifestyle of the herd for her survival. 
When in need of protection she pushed the man out the door first to deal with the danger, rather than 
rely on the size of the herd, hoping it would hide her from harm when the weak stragglers get taken 
down by the wolves. 


She benefited enormously by increasing the amount of labour available to her, giving her the ability 
to live in a wooden house with a real roof, rather than sharing a grass hut with a bunch of other 


women. 


Women took something very real in exchange for selling their sexuality. They took a man’s labour as 
their own, and they benefited from this in almost every way imaginable. 


So did the children she mothered benefit a great deal, and so did society in general. 


Remember all those beta males who were existing outside of the herd, living on the fringes of 
society? They were only exerting 20-30% of their potential labour to survive. 
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Once married and attached to their own children, these beta males were suddenly yoked like an ox 
and working at 100% capacity. This utilization of the full capacity of male labour is what pulled 
mankind into a civilization. It is what built our houses and planted our corn. It built our roads and our 
bridges. It created our literature and our art. It created, well, pretty much everything that we have. 
Men, women and children all obviously benefited from this. 


Have a look around the room you are in. 


Everything within it involving more than two moving parts was invented by a man. 


Welcome to the Patriarchy! (Sometimes it is simply known as civilization, but also, occasionally, as 
fatherhood). 


Thus, when you hear that “marriage is the foundational building block of society,” you are hearing 
the exact truth. And society, or rather, advanced society, is based on the economic contract of 
marriage. The economic contract of marriage is based on property rights. Property rights are the basis 
for Capitalism, and Capitalism is the basis for an advanced society which upholds the ideals of 
individualism, personal responsibility and Liberty. 


Now, whether you wish to agree or disagree with the way society has existed for millennia, as 
outlined above, is entirely irrelevant. What is relevant is that the above description is what the 
contract of marriage was based on throughout history. Your personal feelings are irrelevant to 
history. 
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So, back to the original question: "Do you believe women have the right to divorce?" 
My answer is a resounding NO! 
Why, you might ask? 


Because modern marriage has become a FRAUDULENT contract, and therefore women 
shouldn’t be allowed to marry in the first place! 


It is simple. No right to marry equals no right to divorce. 


You see, in the 1860’s, the wonderful women’s rights movement combined with the heavy hand of 
the courts, ruled that custody of the children of a marriage should belong to the mother, not the father. 
In effect, they strengthened the strongest family bond, that of mother and child which exists 
everywhere in nature, and vastly diminished the weakest family bond, fatherhood, which exists 
almost nowhere in nature — but is the bond that creates civilization. 


Itesymbolizeskthatasheusimy, property 


Before the 1860’s, if a woman decided to 
leave her husband, she had to leave the children behind, which were a product of the marriage, 
because property rights dictated that he had “paid” for them, and thus they were his property, and not 
hers. He did not “own” her person, but in marriage he did “own” her reproductive ability and the 
products thereof. 


The transferring of these “property rights” back to the woman, when in fact they were the basis of the 
economic contract of marriage, diminished the validity of marriage enormously. It is interesting to 
note that the divorce rate has risen steadily from this point onward. 


Keep in mind, women have always had the ability and natural right to have their own children. No- 
one ever stopped a woman from shagging some knave in the bushes after he had been swilling mead 
in a medieval tavern. It may have been frowned upon by society, but illegitimate children have been 
born since the beginning of civilization. It was a social stigma that women should not do this because 
it was widely known that the woman would be bringing a child into the world under an enormous 
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disadvantage if she and the child were not coupled to the labour (and discipline) of a father. But, she 
owned her sexuality and if she wanted to have children with it, she most certainly could. 


But, the contract of marriage is, in every sense, the contract of a woman selling children to a man. 
The right of a man to “own” what he paid for was dealt a mortal blow in the 1860’s when he lost the 
previously unchallenged right to “own” what he had paid for in marriage, that being his children. 


Now, all through up until the 1970’s, marriage was still viewed as a legal contract. It was a given that 
both parties had an obligation to uphold such a contract just as within any other economic or legal 
contract. 


If you wanted to leave you still could. No-one was stopping you. But, as with any contract, if you 
breached your contract you would be the one that was penalized for it. 


If you wanted to leave and receive the benefits from the marriage, or rather, be compensated for the 
breach of contract of the other party, you had to prove they were at fault in order to sue for 
compensation. This makes sense, doesn’t it? 


Therefore, there were many things which constituted “fault.” Adultery, alcoholism, mental insanity, 
cruelty, physical abusiveness amongst a host of others all constituted “fault.” If you were at fault, you 
could expect to lose your rights as set forth in the contract. But even so, if there was no fault and you 
still wanted to leave, no-one was stopping you. You were not put in jail for leaving, but you were 
found to be at fault for “abandonment,” and therefore lost all of your rights as set forward in the 
contract — and you would be liable for any “damages” caused by your “fault.” 


That seems fair to me. All contracts are set forth in this manner. That is why they are contracts. A 
contract says that if you behave in such and such manner and don’t deviate out of that behaviour, you 
will be compensated with a guarantee of this and this behaviour from the other party. Step out of 
these guidelines and you will be legally liable, stay within them and your rights will be guaranteed. 


But, in the 1970’s, the ever wise feminists declared that it was far too difficult to find fault in 
people’s complex personal relationships, and therefore “No Fault Divorce” was implemented, again 
with the aid of the heavy hand of the courts. (Odd, isn’t it? They have no troubles at all finding 
“fault” in cases of domestic violence.) 
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So what have we got left here? 
WE HAVE A FRAUDULENT CONTRACT MASQUERADING AS MARRIAGE! 


What was originally based on a woman “selling” a man the ability to have his own children and 
taking his surplus labour as “payment,” has become a woman having children of HER own and still 
taking a man’s surplus labour as “payment” for that which she is NOT selling. THAT IS FRAUD! 


If you go to a car dealership and buy a shiny new car, you might sign on the dotted line and agree to 
make payments for the next five years, but it is implied in the contract that you own the car. 


The dealership cannot decide 6 months later that they want the car back, show up at your house, and 
just take it. And certainly they cannot force you to make the next 54 payments on it if they take it 
away from you with no breach of contract on your part. It is your property and they have no right to 
it. To suggest otherwise would be to suggest you signed a fraudulent contract. To suggest that you 
would still have to pay for gas, maintenance, and insurance after they sell it to someone else because 
“it is in the best interests of the car” is to suggest an insanely fraudulent contract. 


Yup. 


But this is what we are left with in the marriage contract. 
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he man gets none of the property or 
rights which the contract was originally based upon, but the “vendor” still has the right to make you 
into this: 

“Hyahhh! Move it, you strong ox!” bellows the ex-wife. “You are divorced now with no legal rights 
to what you thought you paid for, so start pulling this plow! No more lazing around for you, slave! 
MY children and I own your labour! You own nothing!” 

MARRIAGE SHOULD BE OUTLAWED! 

MARRIAGE IS FRAUD! 


DO NOT ENTER INTO FRAUDULENT CONTRACTS! 


Nope, let the little ladies and their 


Have nothing to do with them. 


Do not oppress them with marriage. 
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Do not oppress them by allowing them to live in your nice home. 
Do not have sex with them. All sex is rape, dontcha know? 
Do not donate sperm. That now makes you liable to be a slave too. 


Again, make sure you do not oppress one single one of them with marriage. Do you hate women or 
something? Why would you want to oppress one of them with marriage, you misogynist! Put down 
that Bride magazine, mister. We know what you are thinking... now move on and think more 
wholesome thoughts. 


Do not burden a single one of them with a child. Women can’t stand kids and would like to have 
nothing to do with them. 


And, most certainly, DO NOT pay anyone for a product they have no intention of actually “selling” 
to you. 


Do not feel you are obligated to work like a fool to pay taxes which support “the herd” of single and 
divorced mothers along with their feral children. You are not responsible to pay for someone else's 


property. 
You don’t owe the herd anything. They don’t even want you to be part of the herd. 
You are not responsible to be an economic performer who props up herd living with your labour 


while receiving nothing in return except a pat on the head along with a “good boy.” There are plenty 
of manginas who will prop up the herd until it can’t be propped up anymore. Let them work like dolts 


in an unsustainable system for someone else’s benefit then. 


Give them as few tax dollars as possible. 


Men should go back to only expending 20-30% of their labour ability, so they can return to living like 
this: 
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Why in the hell would you want to oppress one of those tricksters with Patriarchy? 


Why even bother with a cow that doesn't give milk? Let alone pay for one. 


DON'T MARRY!!! 


It lowers divorce rates and cuts back on fraud. 


Read more on this subject in the following online book, The Case for Father Custody -- by Daniel 
Amneus 


Previous / Index / Next 


Related: 
Divorce Corp HD (Video 1:33hrs) 
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Father Custody and the Legend of the Selkie 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


BRIFFAULT'S LAW 


“The female, not the male, determines all the conditions of the animal family. Where the female 
can derive no benefit from association with the male, no such association takes place.” -- Robert 
Briffault, The Mothers, I, 191 

The Corollaries to Briffault's law: 


1 - Past benefit provided by the male does not provide for continued or future association. 


2 - Any agreement where the male provides a current benefit in return for a promise of future 
association is null and void as soon as the male has provided the benefit (see corollary 1) 


3 - A promise of future benefit has limited influence on current/future association, with the 
influence inversely proportionate to the length of time until the benefit will be given and 
directly proportionate to the degree to which the female trusts the male (which is not bloody 
likely). 


ok ok 


Some years ago, through the usual discourse of mindlessly 
arguing with people on the internet, I met a woman online who went by the handle of “Selkie.” I had 
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no idea what a selkie was, so I typed it into Google and discovered an interesting legend that I believe 
is directly about human sexuality. 


The mythological selkie is similar to a mermaid, except the selkie is a seal which can shed its skin 
and transform into a human being. The selkie can be either male or female, but most are female. Once 
they are in their human form, if their seal skin is taken and hidden from them, they are unable to turn 
back into a seal and thus cannot return to their home in the sea. 


E Mas ceypy . 
Artist 


Click for "The Wife of Noble Character" 

Now, as the legend goes, female selkies make great wives when in their human form and so men 
would hide the skins of selkies so they would stay with them - for if she found her skin she would 
right away put it back on, abandon her human husband and escape to the sea to seek out her male 
selkie lover/husband. 


There is an interesting twist though, in that even after she abandons her human husband she will 
return from time to time to visit the children which she had while with him. 
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Click pic for Roosh V 


The male selkie, according to the legend, has enormous powers of 
seduction. His favourite love interests are married women who are dissatisfied with their marriage, 
and often he seduces the wives of fisherman while their husbands are away at sea. 
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Click Pic for "Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained)" 

The legend of the selkie seems to be a way of telling about the nature of human sexuality. The “seal 
skin” represents human sexuality in its natural form, as is often discussed within circles of the 
Manosphere. The stories have elements of suppressing female sexuality, which makes for great, 
reliable wives, but when she is unrestrained with her sexuality, she instantly uses it and reverts back 
to her natural state... and in her natural state as a seal, she seeks out the cad, the male selkie who is 
like her, and is a master seducer who plays upon women’s emotions. This seems very much like the 
whole concept of “game” when understanding human sexuality. The male PUA is very much like the 
female in the way he seduces women - he understands about women’s emotions and how to 
manipulate them for his own benefit - which is very similar to what women tend to do with their 
sexuality when relating to men. 


In fact, the entire legend of "Don Juan" is about flipping the sexual script! It's us, in the modern day, 
that has forgotten it. Because we listened to the words of Eve, we've thrown away the collected 
wisdom of our ancestors under the emotional charge of "misogyny!" 


There are many myths and legends that discuss the nature of females. I think this is so because 
women “are” society. What women want, society also wants. What women find desirable, society 
finds desirable. What women frown upon, society frowns upon. Women “are” society with males as 
mere interlopers in their midst, doing women’s bidding. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 


Often women are referred to as having a herd mentality. I agree with this. And what is a herd made 
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up of? Mostly females with only a few males, or sometimes just one male. The rest of the males — the 
outliers, or the betas that have been rejected by the herd, are always desperately competing to be let 
back into the herd though — and that means doing what the herd finds desirable. But anyway, since 
women “are” society, and since women absolutely despise having anything negative about their 
natures brought into daylight, they screech and shout and shame such things back into the deep 
darkness of the closet, and then society forgets all about them again as time goes on. 


I think many times in the past, men have 
observed the nature of females (and males) and it seems to me that there is a consistency in what they 
find, and of course, it is very similar to what we have been discovering over the past years in our 
discussions of feminism and the destruction of the family. Every time I see a legend like the selkie 
one, I think to myself, “TIl bet that comes from a man/men who 'figured things out' and also 
recognized the only way to send that message forward through time without being thwarted by the 
totalitarian nature of females, is to disguise it in a myth or a legend." 


Something that I find interesting about the legend of the selkie though is how it makes mention that 
after the selkie abandons her human husband to go back to the sea, she will return from time to time 
to visit her human children. This legend is old, as most myths & legends obviously are, so of course it 
comes from a time when father-custody was the norm. It was not until the 1800’s that presumed 
father-custody was undermined, and presumed mother-custody took its place. It was when this 
change of custody occurred that the divorce rates began to slowly but steadily increase. 
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Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 
There were only a few thousand divorces annually in the mid-nineteenth century when divorce 
cost wives their children and Dad’s paycheck. This family stability began eroding as later 
nineteenth century divorce courts, under pressure from the rising feminist movement, began 
awarding child custody to mothers. -- Daniel Amneus, The Case for Father Custody, p360 


“Between 1870 and 1920 the divorce rate rose fifteenfold, and by 1924 one marriage out of 
seven ended in divorce" -- James H. Jones, Alfred Kinsey: A Public/Private Life (New York: W. W. 
Norton, 1997), p.292. 
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Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage" 
The whole “point” of marriage used to be father-custody. Back before the days of romance, when 
marriage used to be an economic contract, marriage & wedlock birth was all about putting children 
into the possession of men. In the rare event of a divorce, the custody of the child was automatically 
given to the husband. If the child was young, the mother would sometimes care for it until around 6 
or 7 years old, and then would be forced to turn over the child to the father for education and proper 
discipline. The whole concept of wedlock birth is to create legitimate, father-custody children. When 


an “oops-pregnancy” would occur, the first question out of the woman’s mouth would be “will you 
give the child your name?” As in, will you make this child legitimate, and show it by giving him your 
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name — and not a hyphenated pseudo name either! 


Women don’t actually “need” marriage to have children. They can get boffed by any number of men 
through a variety of seductive techniques, of which I think we are all aware of. Men however, did 
“need” marriage to have children, and thus, children born within wedlock are to belong to the man, 
while children born out of wedlock are to belong to the woman. 


Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 

The parts of the selkie legend that discuss how she would come back to visit her children even after 
abandoning her husband seems to support the concept that divorce rates began to increase after 
presumed custody was changed from the father to the mother. Also supporting this notion is the 
evidence put forth by present day “joint-custody” advocates, who state that divorce rates significantly 
drop when sole mother-custody is not expected. Of course, women file for most of divorces as we all 
know, and so not having sole custody of the children significantly deters them from destroying their 
families, and rather encourages them to try harder to make things work. 


Oh you're dating 
my ex? Cool, i'm 
eating a sandwich.. 
want those 
leftovers too? 


Click for "Rotating Polyandry - And Its Enforcers" 

Sure, one can write this off to saying that removing the financial incentives will lower the divorce 
rates, but keep in mind another thing one will find about women and sexuality throughout history: It 
has always been that women have ended relationships more often than men. It is part of human nature 
that women do this, regardless of financial incentives. It seems though that placing the children in a 
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situation where it is presumed that the father will gain custody upon the ending of marriage, is 
enough to encourage women to over-ride this instinct which they have. 


Previous / Index / Next 


ai 
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The Suffragettes versus The Truth 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


In an odd sort of way, I'm excited to tackle the next three points of Elizabeth Cady Stanton's 
Declaration of Sentiments, for this is the culminating moment of an underlying theme found 
throughout this book: The Truth, how it differs for men and women, and why it matters very much 
which one leads the other. 


Click Pic to read The Declaration of Sentiments in full. 
Points 13 to 15 of the Declaration are as follows: 


13 - He allows her in church, as well as State, but a subordinate position, claiming Apostolic 
authority for her exclusion from the ministry, and, with some exceptions, from any public 
participation in the affairs of the Church. 


14 - He has created a false public sentiment by giving to the world a different code of morals for men 
and women, by which moral delinquencies which exclude women from society, are not only tolerated 


but deemed of little account in man. 


15 - He has usurped the prerogative of Jehovah himself, claiming it as his right to assign for her a 
sphere of action, when that belongs to her conscience and her God. 


KKK 
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"When the Cow Rides the Bull, 


Priest, Watch Your Skull!" 


"Women can sing to more than one tune. What good were the Perihermeneias, the Elenchi, 
divided into several branches, the Prior and Posterior Analytics, logic, or the mathematical 
sciences to Aristotle? For a woman surmounted all of these in mounting him and conquered the 
master of logic. She placed a bit and headstall on his head and he was dragged into solecism, 
barbastoma, and barbarism. The hussy used him as a horse and spurred him on like a female 
ass. She lifted her crotch far too high when she rode the male. The governor was governed and 
the roles of the sexes reversed, for she was active and he passive, willing to neigh under her... 
."" -- Woman over Wisdom, The Lamentations of Matheolus, 1295AD 


KKK 


First, let's be clear here. In case you haven't noticed, I am an unabashed sexist. I absolutely do not 
believe Gender is a Social Construct. I think there certainly were social constructs society once 
endorsed, but they were based upon our biological differences - and it was more or less correct to 
structure society as it once was because of them. Our civilization has endured for millenia - proof of 
its viability under defined gender roles - while in the past century we've been tripping over ourselves 
to commit cultural suicide. The Bible, whether you believe in God or not, is the "blueprint" for our 
civilization - it is the key to how our cultural and social mores developed. It has proven itself to be a 
"Book of Life" because the structure of the society it puts forth certainly endures, grows and 
succeeds. 
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Click Pic for "Male and Female: Equal but Different" 

That there are biological differences between man and woman is clearly evident. It behooves me how 
society could think this only stops on the surface. There is evidence of it all around us, but the 
problem is we are only premitted to speak of these things when they praise women's attributes over 
men's - and we never point out the drawbacks of their features. For every cloud there's a silver lining. 
There is balance to these things - what gives you power in one area, takes away power in the other. 
For example - Men have greater physical strength than women, but also die seven years earlier and 
are far more succeptible to the top ten fatal diseases. So who is stronger? The willow or the oak? 
They are both strong, but possess entirely different features which make them so. 


Here's a study that touches on a biological difference in the way men's and women's brains work: 


Hard-Wired Difference Between Male & Female Brains Could Explain Why Men Are Better 
At Map Reading 


- Researchers found that many of the connections in a 
typical male brain run between the front and the back of the same side of the brain, whereas in 
women the connections are more likely to run from side to side between the left and right 
hemispheres of the brain. This difference in the way the nerve connections in the brain are 
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“hardwired” occurs during adolescence when many of the secondary sexual characteristics 
such as facial hair in men and breasts in women develop under the influence of sex hormones, 
the study found. The researchers believe the physical differences between the two sexes in the 
way the brain is hardwired could play an important role in understanding why men are in 
general better at spatial tasks involving muscle control while women are better at verbal tasks 
involving memory and intuition. 


... Because the female connections link the left hemisphere, which is associated with logical 
thinking, with the right, which is linked with intuition, this could help to explain why women 


tend to do better than men at intuitive tasks, she added. “Intuition is thinking without 


thinking. It's what people call gut feelings. Women tend to be better than men at these kinds of 
skills which are linked with being good mothers,” Professor Verma said. 


Note that male brains run front to back, thus not crossing logic with emotion as with women. Not 
only do women use their greater emotional sensitivities to help them communicate with children, but 
they also communicate with each other in a similar way. There are plenty of studies out there 
illustrating how women have better social networks than men do, and they have better support 
systems to help them through a life crisis (her 4th divorce!) and so on. Women are not only 
emotionally wired differently than men, they are also emotionally "in-tune" with each other - kinda 


like a herd! 
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Or a beehive, 


Or a harem, 


Or feminist protests: 
FLAAT 
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-DEMAND 
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Toronto Shops: The 


l omen find a man sexy because of "social 
proofing" - if enough women find a man sexy, other women will find him sexy too, which is how 
harems develop. Women are in-tune to ever-changing fashions in a way men never are - because 
fashion is an ever changing opinion "of the herd." When women seek to aggress against another, they 
mostly do so by-proxy - through using other people. This is called "Social Aggression" or "Relational 
Aggression," where they use gossip and social manipulation to hurt others - by excluding them from 
a group for example, which is why so many "traditional punishments" for women involved things like 
shunning - it really matters to them! Heck, I've even read that women who live together wind up co- 
ordinating their menstrual cycles to each other! 
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And it's all "thinking without thinking." 


Click Pic for "Social Strategy: Why Men Shouldn't Argue with Women" 

",.. Women may have happy ideas, taste, and elegance, but they cannot attain to the ideal. The 
difference between men and women is like that between animals and plants. Men correspond to 
animals, while women correspond to plants because their development is more placid and the 
principle that underlies it is the rather vague unity of feeling. When women hold the helm of 
government, the state is at once in jeopardy, because women regulate their actions not by the 
demands of universality but by arbitrary inclinations and opinions. Women are educated--who 
knows how?" -- G.F. Hegel 


onClips.com/6304 


The female principle, like a herd, is pure Democracy. It seeks to find truth through consensus and 
opinions without regard for timeless principles. If the herd believes that 1+1=1, then it is correct 
because the herd believes it is so. Tomorrow, perhaps the herd will believe 1+1=3 and then that will 
be correct. Sometimes they may even stumble on 1+1=2 and look pretty smart, but the day after it 
could easily be 1+1=4 again. 
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BLAMES PATRIARCHY, FOR) 
WOMEN BEING PERCEIVED)AS 
NATURAL CARETAKERS, 


DOESN'T KNOW THAT THE FEMINIST; 
TENDER YEARS DOCTRINE,|S\WHY, WOMEN 
ARE PERCEIVED AS NATURAL CARETAKERS 
Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 
This is precisely why women were not supposed to be mixing with men's place in the government, 


which was based upon the timeless, unalienable principles found in a Republic: 


"Were our state a pure democracy there would still be excluded from our deliberations |... | 
women, who, to prevent depravation of morals and ambiguity of issues, should not mix 
promiscuously in gatherings of men." -- Thomas Jefferson 


Men are like a pack of wolves - they have an established hierarchy and don't work quite so 
democratically, but rather assign themselves different positions to achieve their goals. There are 
leaders and there are followers - there are established "truths" to the male principle. 


"Be strong enough to stand alone, 
be yourself enough to stand apart, 
but be wise enough to stand together 
when the time comes" 
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The Female Principle is a representation of Democracy, while the Male Principle represents a 
Republic. 


And last I heard, the Bible wasn't a Democracy either. Instead, it's based on the concept of timeless, 
never changing Absolute Truth. God doesn't hold a vote to see if you approve of what he has to say. 
Like the Absolute Truth, what he says just IS! 


God's Law = Absolute Truth 
Natural Law = Objective Truth = Male Principle 
Civil Law = Subjective Truth = Female Principle 


Absolute 
Truth 


Objective 
Truth 


Subjective 
Truth 


Click Pic for "The Masculine Principle" 
If a Civil Law contradicts a Natural Law it is a false law, and if a Natural Law contradicts God's Law, 
it is a false law. 


The whole point of setting things up this way is to control the ever changing subjective truth - that 
truth which convinces so many convicted felons of their innocence, despite the evidence piled up 
against them. Certainly men have the subjective truth within them too, although not as much as 
women, and a man can be held to the Truth by other men in ways they're incapable of doing with 


women. 


As was pointed out earlier up, because of women's "Intuition" and social connections to one another, 
they are masters at socially manipulating each other - and men. But this social ability women possess 
has its drawbacks: 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 500 of 744 


"The consciousness of how one stands with other people occupies a relatively larger and larger part of the 
mind, the lower one goes on the scale of culture. Woman's intuition, so fine in the sphere of personal relations, 
is seldom first-rate in the way of mechanics. Hence Dr. Whately's jest, "Woman is the unreasoning animal, 
and pokes the fire from the top." -- William James, Principles of Psycholo 


— 


lOr ta 


DIrds ¢ 


Click Pic for "A Guide to Birdwatching" 
Whenever a woman enters into a group of men, the group becomes subconsciously feminized. In the 
same way we allow our biology to over-ride principles of justice and excuse women from the most 
henious of crimes, once a woman enters into a discussion with a group of men, our biology over-rides 
us as we seek to "please the female." Women quickly lead men away from their ability to seek 
"principles" and draw them back down to the level of social manipulations found within "the herd," 
where everything is subjective. Very soon, because of women's much greater social power than 
men's, she'll be leading the men away from the Truth like the Pied Piper. 


2 "I want you to be free from anxieties. The unmarried man is anxious about the things of the 
Lord, how to please the Lord. * But the married man is anxious about worldly things, how to 
please his wife, “ and his interests are divided." -- 1 Corinthians 7:32-34 
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Click Pic for "The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth" 

This is the story of the Garden of Eden all over again, and how Eve over-ruled the Absolute Truth 
with her Subjective Truths, leading Adam astray. And, it should be noted, while Eve was deceived, 
Adam sinned willingly. 


“I permit no woman to teach or have authority over men; she is to keep silent. 13For Adam was 
formed first, then Eve; 14and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and became 
a transgressor.” -- | Timothy 2:12-14 


Adam, in his desire to please the woman, over-ruled the Truth he knew to exist, and sinned willingly. 


In fact, when God later gives his reasons for cursing Adam, the first reason he gives is for listening to 
Eve: 


"Because you listened to your wife, and ate of the tree about which I commanded you..." 
(Adam's Curse) 


It couldn't be more clear. 


You have to keep in mind, historically, what kind of an atmosphere the Israelites were in during the 
Old Testament. All of the cultures and civilizations around them were fertility cultures - they 
worshipped sexuality and women's power was enormous. In fact, the Israelites were constantly being 
tempted to adopt the practices of these sex-worshiping cultures - like when they were influenced to 
worship Baal, a consort of the goddess Ishtar. In fact, even the names of the goddesses were removed 
from the ancient Hebrew texts before they became part of the Old Testament, so it's far more likely 
that instead of worshipping the male god Baal, they were actually worshipping the goddess Ishtar, 
since goddesses were considered more powerful than gods in these Sumerian-Babylonian off-shoot 
cultures. This happens over and over in the Old Testament. 
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Jeremiah 44 

15 Then all the men who were aware that their wives were burning sacrifices to other gods, 
along with all the women who were standing by, as a large assembly, including all the people 
who were living in Pathros in the land of Egypt, responded to Jeremiah, saying, 


16 "As for the message that you have spoken to us in the name of the LORD, we are not going 
to listen to you! 


17 "But rather we will certainly carry out every word that has proceeded from our mouths, by 
burning sacrifices to the queen of heaven and pouring out drink offerings to her, just as we 
ourselves, our forefathers, our kings and our princes did in the cities of Judah and in the streets 
of Jerusalem; for then we had plenty of food and were well off and saw no misfortune. 


18 "But since we stopped burning sacrifices to the queen of heaven and pouring out drink 
offerings to her, we have lacked everything and have met our end by the sword and by famine." 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 503 of 744 


In fact, if we go back to the story of Abram/Abraham and compare it to the Ancient 
Sumerian/Babylonian religions, we actually find that "our God" was present there as well. He was 
known as "El," and there were even idols of him there. Abram's father was an idol maker, remember, 
and idol worship wasn't outlawed until Moses came down from the mountain with the Ten 
Commandments a few centuries later. (There wasn't even a Bible until Moses). 


The plural of these El idols were known as Elohim - the God of the Flood and the God of Noah and 
his son Shem, who was the ancestor of Abram. When Gilgamesh (a descendant of Noah's other son, 
Ham - who didn't follow God) was running around in "The Epic of Gilgamesh," he was angered at 
the God of the Flood for killing his ancestors and swore revenge against him. Some suspect that the 
Nimrod of the Tower of Babel and Gilgamesh were actually the same person, since the purpose of 
building the tower was to defy the God of the Flood while the name Nimrod means "the rebel" and 
was possibly a nickname rather than a real name. 


El was not a popular god, however, because unlike all of the other gods, he had no wife - and 
therefore there were no sex worship rituals involved with El. When Abram left the wickedness of the 
culture surrounding him and set out for the wilderness, he took with him the god of his ancestor Shem 
- El or Elohim. It is with Elohim that Abram makes a pact to follow One God (One Truth) rather than 
the multiple gods (multiple truths) he had left behind. 
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It says you need to get in the kitchen and make me a sandwich 


Click Pic for "The Wife of Noble Character (Would Make Me a Sandwich! )" 

So, you can easily see, right from the Garden of Eden all the way through the Old Testament, what 
we are really talking about is the resistence of letting the female lead the male - because they 
naturally lead us away from the Truth with the power of their sexual influence. 


And of course, all of the animal kingdom worships female fertility - but we are commanded to not 


live as animals: Do not kill, do not steal, do not commit adultery, honor your father and mother... all 
are things which make us different from animals. It is our ability to "rise up" from being animals that 
makes us human - and we do it by grabbing onto the Truth, and then ordering it in the proper way. 


Rising Up from being Beasts of the Field 
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QUOTE: "I think that the closest that we can 
get to an absolute truth might be termed “objective truth,” which starts with an objective 
assessment of existence and leads to falsifiable conclusions. In a sense, one starts with axiom(s) 
and follows the logical consequences." 


Yes, but remember how the Founding Fathers/John Locke look at truth and “lock one into the other.” 


1 — God’s Law = Absolute Truth 
2 — Natural Law = Objective Truth 
3 — Civil Law = Relative/Subjective Truth 


I agree that the best “we” can know is the objective truth... but we must go higher and acknowledge 
the existence of this Absolute Truth — because sometimes the objective truth changes, with history or 
technology or what not, what is true today is not true always. 


"If God did not exist, it would be neccessary to invent him." -- Voltaire 


An example of this is found in Orwell’s book 7984. The storyline is essentially a struggle between 


the Relative Truth (or lies) surrounding the main character who believes in an External Truth. 


And, aside from direct philosophical discussion about “finding Truth” — what I keep seeing is the 
necessity for Truth to exist. An external truth — one that can’t be changed — one we can’t deny. 
Whether there actually is Truth might not be as important as the human need to believe in Truth. 


There has never really been a civilization that has ever existed that didn’t have some form of religion 
- it's a universal trait in human cultures. 
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And keep in mind how the Absoluteness of the Bible has been used to keep us in check - by using it 
to reign in the king and force him to sign the Magna Carta, for example. Despite the fact that the king 
had his "divine rights," he still couldn't over-rule the Bible - just like although the President is the 
most powerful man in the world, the Constitution still has authority over him and can be used to 
curtail his powers. Like the Constitution, since the Bible is unchangeable, it keeps us from drifting off 
into La-la Land as time goes on. 


In order to “rise up from being a beast of the field” we need to grab onto a Truth — preferably a never 
changing one, like the Bible, or at least a hard to change one, like the Constitution. 


In Angry Harry’s piece Men Are More Intelligent Than Women, he points out how the more you 


emote, the less you think... and which sex would one think is the “most emotional,” and which sex is, 
by their own admission, “more in touch with their emotions?” 


Alright ladies, I’ll believe you. 


But it is also clear that, the more you emote, the less you “think.” The more your emotions lead you, 
the less your reason leads you. “Passion” is all great and fine, until it becomes “murder in the heat of 
passion” or a bazillion other things resulting from a highly emotional state leading to a person “not 
thinking.” 


Life by “passion” is the life of living by instinct, which is the life of an animal. 
Thinking 


Brain 
contie 


Emotional 


Brain 
Te bt imal 


Action 


Brain 
sensay Anoor " 
Now, I am not a neurosurgeon either, but I have read 


of the “three brains.” 


The old brain/lower brain/reptilian brain, which contains the brain stem and spinal cord, is the one 
that doesn’t “think.” This is where your fight or flight response comes from and a whole host of other 
things that don’t involve “thinking.” It is also where our sexual instinct and mating behaviour comes 
from. In the days when such experiments were still allowed, you could open a cat’s skull and suck out 
all the cortex. Sexual and mating behavior was not affected at all, but social behavior was destroyed. 
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The next brain is the limbic/mammalian brain, and this is the brain where emotions come from, or 
"our passions." Animals have emotions. Ever separate a cow from its calf? Ever seen a dog wag its 


tail when it sees its owner? 


new brain, or cortex, is where we “think.” 


So, in order to “rise up from being beasts of the field” we have to “think.” 


As we get assaulted with things — violently or emotionally or in any 
number of ways — our brains “shut down.” The “thinking brain” will shut down in favour of the 
mammal brain, which will in turn, in emergency, shut down if it has to and run completely on instinct 
— fight or flight. There is no “thinking” or “emotion” in it. 

It just “happens.” 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 508 of 744 


So, we have to keep “rising up” in order to find enlightenment. 


And now, these highly emotional creatures with hairy triangles between their legs, what do they do to 
us? They get our emotions running all the time. All of the girls that wing their shaming language 
around are trying to control men emotionally instead of rationally. 


"I find more bitter than death the woman who is a snare, whose heart is a trap and whose 
hands are chains. The man who pleases God will escape her, but the sinner she will ensnare." -- 
Ecclesiastes 7:26 


The Feminine is constantly manipulating away from the truth with emotions that are subjective. 


If there is an external unchanging standard of Truth to compare things to, men can much better pull 
themselves out of being led by their mammalian brain, and lead themselves by their “thinking” brain. 


BLAH-BLAH-BLAH -BLAH-BLAH 


"Because you listened to your wife and 
ate from the tree about which I commanded you..." 


I'm sorry, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, but you are trying to subvert God himself with your subjective 
truths - and the very fact you are trying to do so is the reason women have no business philosophizing 
about Church doctrines. After all, wasn't God's Absoluteness the entire justification for this 


Declaration of Sentiments in the first place? 
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Click Pic for "You're Such a Tool! (Briffault's law)" 
The final point of the Declaration of Sentiments: 


16 - He has endeavored, in every way that he could to destroy her confidence in her own powers, to 
lessen her self-respect, and to make her willing to lead a dependent and abject life. 


AN HONEST-FEMINIST 


nowshe didnt really write that, theres Such thing a m 
aSa inisi. SSY es, I know, you're a victim... but the fact is, women are always 
victims, because it's one of the primary methods used to entice men to be their tools in society. 


Babies who don't cry don't get milk either, and when something goes wrong, the first people children 
blame is their parents - just as the first people women look to blame is men. 


Children are at war with their parents, women are at war with men, and 
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men are at war with God/Truth. But it descends from here as well. The Truth is not at war with men, 
men are not at war with women, and parents are not at war with their children. Furthermore, only 
when man is in proper relation to the Truth can he be in proper relation to woman. The fact of the 
matter is, as Jesus told us, to rule is to serve... and the Truth is, as I think I've demonstrated 
throughout this series, the entire Declaration of Sentiments is an absolute fail. Sometimes the Truth 
hurts... but it's still the Truth. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Suffragettes versus The Marketplace 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Let's continue our examination of Elizabeth Cady Stanton's Declaration of Sentiments with points 9 
to 12 done briefly, as these issues will be addressed with greater detail later in this chapter. 


Click Pic to read "The Declaration of Sentiments" 
9 - After depriving her of all rights as a married woman, if single and the owner of property, he has 
taxed her to support a government which recognizes her only when her property can be made 
profitable to it. 


10 - He has monopolized nearly all the profitable employments, and from those she is permitted to 
follow, she receives but a scanty remuneration. 


11 - He closes against her all the avenues to wealth and distinction, which he considers most 
honorable to himself. As a teacher of theology, medicine, or law, she is not known. 


12 - He has denied her the facilities for obtaining a thorough education - all colleges being closed 
against her. 


To show that I am not a horrible cretin of a misogynist, I'm going to grant Elizabeth Cady Stanton her 


point number nine. I wholeheartedly agree that a woman who owns property while single should be 
allowed a voice if she is being taxed upon the property. This was the basis for men having suffrage 
too, and indeed, this is how women slowly on began getting more access to the vote - especially since 
women who were widows owning substantial property holdings left behind by their husbands paid 
hefty taxes indeed. Most of society thought this reasonable as well, which is why women in such 
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situations were soon allowed to vote by proxy - they could send a man in their stead to deliver their 
vote. (Women were sometimes given the vote in various states or municipalities long before 1919). 


Back in those days, voting was quite often violent, with union leaders trying to intimidate voters and 
riots erupting at the polls. So, instead of sending these women into the dragon's lair, they arranged for 
such property-holding women to vote by proxy rather than in person. 


‘Touche, Elizabeth Cady Stanton. 


However, I'd like to remind her that Sparta fell because, according to Aristotle, its faulty inheritance 
laws resulted in women owning 2/5 of the land - so, there's what we think is fair, and there's what 
works. The two need balance. I suspect women not holding property outside of marriage, as 
addressed in point six, would suffice to keep this in check in our civilization because it would keep 


the number much smaller than that which Aristotle claimed as the cause of Sparta's plummeting 
birthrates. (How much of the population were widows and single women back in 1848? Not that 
much.) Keep in mind this is a legal right, not an "unalienable" one, which has been established 

earlier. Legal rights are about making society "function." 


Click Pic for "The Amazon Women (The Science of Why Males Exist)" 

Points 10 to 12 were pretty much true as well, although this wasn't something women didn't 
neccessarily approve of themselves either. Most of the suffragettes were upperclass women - but 
most of the wives around the country were decidedly not. They did not get to sit around prattling 
away about their rights. They were busy out 
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Mon some Little House on the Prairie, chopping 
wood to boil water and to TE isd on a woodstove. When they were done that, there was the cow 
that needed to be milked and the eggs to collect. The butter needed to be churned and the clothes 
needed to be scrubbed on the washboard. There was a garden to tend to and preserves to make - or 
the family would starve through the winter. And there was a lot of them in the family too - maybe 6 
to 12 of the little rug-rats, all hanging off of her breast while she did this... and amazingly, she found 
ways to nurse all of them in private... 


And after all of this, do you think she wanted a job too? 


Furthermore, what kind of work would she have gone to do? Would she have competed with her 
husband in the workplace? The "common-man" of those days mostly found employment in the most 
inhospitable of conditions - down dirty and dangerous mines; on construction projects in inclement 
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weather; away from home for months at a time driving spikes into the railroad; chopping down trees 
with an axe and a cross-cut saw - sailing on a ship for perhaps years at a time; joining the military... 


Believe it or not, the vast majority of men were not working as lawyers and doctors and accountants 
in fancy air-conditioned offices as they do today. Men lived under horrible and dangerous conditions 
and regularly died in the workplace. They did all this 12 to 16 hours a day, for very little pay, and 
without much in the way of having labour rights. What little money they did make was sent home to 
support their families. 


27,609 Men Died Building the Panama Canal 
The truth is that women were not oppressed by being out of the workplace. Rather, they were spared 


from being a part of it. 


"The desire to free oneself from work was common to all classes and both sexes. Dr Joanna 
Bourke of Birkbeck College, London, has studied the diaries of 5,000 women who lived between 
1860 and 1930. During that period, the proportion of women in paid employment dropped from 
75 per cent to 10 per cent. This was regarded as a huge step forward for womankind, an 
opinion shared by the women whose writings Dr Bourke researched. Freed from mills and 
factories, they created a new power base for themselves at home. This was, claims Dr Bourke, 
"a deliberate choice. .. and a choice that gave great pleasure." -- Extract from David Thomas' 
book, Not Guilty 


USA "In 1900, only 6 percent of married women worked outside the home, usually when their 
blue-collar husbands were unemployed. Among wives with children at home, very few worked 
at all. Almost half of single women held jobs, but they usually stopped working when they 
married or, at the latest, when they got pregnant, and most never worked for pay again. About 
a third of widowed and divorced women worked, typically out of economic necessity. Never- 
married women with children were virtually unknown." 
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= As for the Declaration of Sentiments' points about 
women's education, first we must decide what kind of education we are actually looking at, because 
in the aggregate, the women were actually educated more than men back then. More women went on 
to the higher grades in highschool, while the boys got pulled out of school when still quite young to 
work on the farm. Often times, after missing two or three months here and there, the boys found 
themselves several years behind and simply dropped out to join the workforce fulltime. The reason 
why the girls stayed on in school was because it was important for someone on the farm to know their 
reading and writing, and someone had to know their maths so they could keep the books. This task 
was usually left to the girls, and it was considered an attractive feature in a farm wife - because so 
few men had those skills. So overall, more women had a higher level of education than men, although 
of the small amount (something like 2% of the population) that went beyond highschool, it was 
virtually all male - just like everything else between males and females. 


MOUNT HOLYOKE COLLEGE 


As an aside, there was actually a women's university 
in America in 1848. Mount Holyoke College was established in 1837 (as a female seminary!), and 
Vassar would soon be established in 1861, followed by the other "Seven Sisters Colleges." But it 
wasn't because of misogyny that so few universities catered to women - it was because of the Free 
Market. 


Vonke me'aisandwich! 


It was very expensive to send people to university (still is today) and most people didn't have a lot of 
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money. Only the very best and brightest of boys finished high-school and went on to university, and 
the reason why was because it had to be a good investment for the family. A boy who would spend 
the rest of his life as a doctor or a lawyer would be worth it. But for a girl, who would most likely be 
getting married and having children, then spending the next decade or two taking care of them, higher 
education would not be a good investment. If you had five boys and five girls, and limited funds - 
who would you spend the money for education on? The boys, who will be expected to marry and 
support a family with their earnings - or the girls who will marry and become part of a family where 
they too are provided for by their own working husbands? 


It's known even today, that dollar for dollar, training women to be doctors is not as cost effective as 
training men, because the men tend to work straight through from graduation to retirement while 
women tend to take a break in their careers to have children, and often only return to the workforce 
part-time. Although it's politically incorrect to point it out, one of the reasons we have a doctor 
shortage today is because we are affirmative actioning less cost-effective-to-educate-women over and 
above more efficient per-education-dollar men. For example: 


June 2003 - More than half of all students taking up scarce places 
at medical school are women - yet, after 10 years, 60 per cent of them have given up, leaving a 


huge hole in the NHS. The same goes for teaching. 


September 2012 - Rising numbers of women doctors working part time present a “huge risk” to 
the NHS, the General Medical Council is warning, with hospitals potentially having to emplo 


many more foreign-trained medics to plug gaps. 


It was not the Evil Patriarchy (tm) keeping women out of universities. It was the Free Market. As the 
bloated tuitions of our modern universities illustrate to us today, if there's a market for it, they will 
build it. But back in the 19th Century, there simply wasn't a big market for throwing away vast sums 
of money on your daughter's degree and subsequent high-flying career in Women's Studies or Queer 
Theory. 


Well, we're coming to the end of this section. But the effects of Elizabeth Cady Stanton's points 10 to 
12 won't really be felt until "The Second Wave" appears in the mid and late 20th Century, when 
hypergamy coupled with the now bastardized form of marriage, sent divorce rates to da moon! But 


this will be dealt with in more detail later in this chapter. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Consider the employment conditions in the 19th Century! 
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The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


® 


SENECA FALLS 


CONVENTION 
duly 19—20, 1848 


Click Pic to Read "The Declaration of Sentiments" 

In the last section we examined points 1 to 3 of the Declaration of Sentiments and how the suffragette 
movement's demand for the "unalienable" (inalienable?) right to vote was against the concept of the 
Republic formed by America's Founding Fathers. America was never intended to be a democracy but 
adhered to principles which were the political embodiment of the masculine principle and the 


ordering of truth as put forth by John Locke. 


As we carry on through the 16 sentiments made in this document, which is obviously based upon the 
United States' Declaration of Independence itself (since its preample is almost a word for word copy 
of it) we are presented with the 4th sentiment: 


4 - Having deprived her of this first right as a citizen, the elective franchise, thereby leaving her 
without representation in the halls of legislation, he has oppressed her on all sides. 


When I looked at this point, I struggled a bit whether to include it in the last section, which was about 
the nature of the State and the difference between inalienable rights and legal rights, or whether it 
should be included in this section - which will deal much more with the notion of "equality" in 
society. It belongs in both because we first must clarify what is exactly meant by this statement. 


Although the first three points of the Declaration of Sentiments are in regard to the vote, and this is 
what Elizabeth Cady Stanton is referring to as the "first right of a citizen," it's already been shown 
that voting is not an inalienable right, but a legal one. 
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T "The phrase "a stopped clock is right twice a day" comes to mind 
here, because although she was wrong about the vote, she actually is right to say "the first right is 
equality" - and in fact, she is perfectly valid when, in the beginning of her drawing off the 
Declaration of Independence, she only makes the single alteration of inserting "and women" into it: 


We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men and women are created equal; that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness; -- The Declaration of Sentiments. 


Our "first right" is that we are all created equal, but this is not the kind of "50-50 quota system" of 
equality we think of today. No. This equality is another of those "unalienable" rights which exist 
outside of the State. 


"While natural rights are innately part of being human, and exist prior to any culture or society, 
legal rights are those that are acknowledged and protected by a given government. So, in the 
Founders’ understanding, natural rights would include the right to life itself, the right to think 
for oneself, the right to self-defense, and the right to keep what one has worked honestly for, 
among others. Legal rights would include the right to vote, the specific methods by which fair 
trials are conducted, and copyrights and patents—all of which might be defined and protected in 
different ways in different countries or states, based on their particular customs and beliefs." -- 
Documents of Freedom 
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Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Republic" 

The equality referenced to in the Declaration of Independence is saying that all men (and indeed 
women) are equal before The Creator. Therefore all the rest of the unalienable rights granted by Him 
- such as the right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness - are applicable to everyone because it is 
part of being a human being - and women, I've heard, are part of the human race. This is not the same 
as "the right to vote," or "the right to an education" or "the right to free healthcare," because those are 
legal rights provided by the State - and which the State can take away. Unalienable rights exist 
outside of the State - therefore the State has no authority over them, which is actually the point of the 
Declaration of Independence making such a statement. 


You are not guaranteed any other equality than that of: before the Creator, we are all seen as 
equally human... because he created us. Therefore, all the things that are part of being human, the 
government is prohibited from trying to control, for it is not their right to do so - but only the 
Creator's. 


It is not, however, an unalienable right to have civil and legal equality. If it were, five year old 
children would be permitted to drive their cars to the voting polls. We don't allow that because they 
obviously are not capable of doing such things. A five year old child is, however, as equal before 
"The Creator" as any other human being. 


Phew! I'm glad we got that out of the way! 


As we carry on through the 16 sentiments made in the Declaration of Sentiments, you will see that 
points 5 to 12 are in regard to women's position in marriage, the workplace, and education. While a 
lot of these points seem reasonable to us in the modern day, things were different back in 1848 when 
the sentiments were written and under closer examination, it was not entirely unreasonable for people 
to be opposed to their demands. 
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The Declaration of Sentiments: 
5 - He has made her, if married, in the eye of the law, civilly dead. 
6 - He has taken from her all right in property, even to the wages she earns. 


7 - He has made her morally, an irresponsible being, as she can commit many crimes with impunity, 
provided they be done in the presence of her husband. In the covenant of marriage, she is compelled 
to promise obedience to her husband, he becoming, to all intents and purposes, her master - the law 
giving him power to deprive her of her liberty, and to administer chastisement. 


ok OK 


Point five declares women were civilly dead in marriage. This was no 
doubt true, since all the legal titles went to the husband and even the woman's last name changed to 
show she was now part of a new family. The point of marriage is to become "one flesh" - to become a 
family unit - the only system of "from each according to his abilities to each according to his needs" 
that has ever worked! The family is pure Socialism, but aside from perhaps extended family, it has 
never worked at any level higher than this. You'll notice that Socialist countries also don't adhere 
much to individualism. Private property is appropriated in Socialism for "the Greater Good" - if the 
concept of private property is present at all. The same thing happens in the family unit. 
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Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 
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nd let's also be clear here: She voluntarily entered into the marriage 
contract. She chose her husband, she chose to exchange vows with him, and she chose to leave a life 
of spinsterhood and civil autonomy behind. 


It's been a long time since arranged marriages were the norm for anyone but royalty in our culture - 
and it certainly wasn't the case in 1848 that women were brought kicking and screaming to the altar 
by their evil fathers, forcing them to marry ugly frogs. 


It's the same as volunteering for the army means you agree to submit to the authority of your 
commanding officers. You are willfully entering into a hierarchal system. The private cannot lead the 
general. The employee cannot lead the employer. The wife cannot lead the husband, and the child 


cannot lead the parent. 


Point six - that he has taken from her all rights to property, even to the wages she earns - is something 
that benefited women in marriage far more than men. As has already been discussed, the point of 
marriage is to become "one." If wives would be allowed to keep their property and wages outside of 
the marriage, then logically it extends that husbands should be permitted to do so as well. 
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Click Pic for "Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained)" 
Women, however, are hypergamous - they tend to "marry up" rather than down. In most cases, 
marriage was an economic bonanza for a woman because she joined her far lesser assets with his 


much more substantantial wealth - and his future ability to create ever more wealth. Holding all 
property together meant that in practice, "the pool of marital assets" would be substantially 
contributed to mostly by the husband - all of which the wife would have access to during his life, and 
title to after his death. It wouldn't take you too long to decide to co-join your assets with Bill Gates, 
would it? 


Also, keep in mind that in 1848 society had not yet been propagandized into believing "Gender is a 
Social Construct" and they pretty much acknowledged there were innate differences between the 
sexes. (It's pretty hard to live on a farm and believe anything but!). As has been pointed out before - 
both in Rome because of their dowry laws, and in Sparta because of dowry and inheritance laws, 
when their cultures allowed women to hold property outside of marriage, divorce rose, birthrates 
plummeted, and the culture collapsed. Obviously there is something about structuring marital 
holdings under the male that works! 


Point seven can hardly be made into a case for the oppression of women at the hands of men. Let me 
get this straight. You breaking the law and me doing the time in jail for it is me oppressing you? Have 
a look at how this man oppressed his wife: 


Sends Husband To Jail To Aid Suffrage Cause -- The Milwaukee Journal, Sept. 21, 1912 


Mrs. Mark Wilks, whose husband is in jail because she refuses to pay her taxes, is credited with 
discovering a new and formidable weapon for the suffragettes. The suffragettes are generally 
women of property and they will follow Mrs. Wilkes example immediately, it is said. 
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The plan will work only in cases of 


husbands whose wives have independent incomes. Nor will it work in cases where the husbands 
pay taxes on their wives' incomes. Some husbands, like Wilks, haven't enough money to pay 
their wives taxes. Suffragette husbands who can pay are counted on to refuse to do so. Thus will 
a large portion of the Englishmen with suffragette wives be in jail shortly. 


Under the married women property act a husband has no jurisdiction over his wife's property 
and income. Under the income tax he is responsible for her taxes. If the taxes are not paid, the 
husband, not the wife, is imprisoned. Mrs. Wilks refused to pay her income tax - $185 - and her 
husband was locked up. He will spend the rest of his life in prison unless his wife pays or the 


law is changed. When at liberty he is a teacher in Clapton. 


After they changed the property laws, splitting husband from wife, they still didn't remove the 


responsibilities from the husband. 


ee ee 


— ig S aaa 


Click Pic for "A Woman's Right to Choose" 
Can you imagine it? Your wife inherits a $5 million estate that requires $50,000/year in taxes. You 


make only $45,000/yr, and when your wife refuses to pay the taxes, you go to jail for tax-evasion on 
her behalf. You have no way out. You have no right to take the funds out of her estate to cover the 
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expenses. It kind of makes sense why all property was put into the husband's name, wouldn't you 
agree? 


As you can tell, I agree with Elizabeth Cady Stanton - that women are considered morally 
irresponsible beings and shouldn't be allowed to break laws with impunity, then have her husband 
blamed for it. But society just doesn't work this way - and it never has! 


Society bends over backwards to try and lay blame at the hands of men rather then women - even 
today: 


- If a man cheats on his wife he's a lout for betraying her, but if the wife cheats on the husband, he's a 
lout for not keeping her happy. 


| ~e*}XIs 
- When a man hires a prostitute, society tries to consider her a victim and him the criminal. This not 
only occured before women's suffrage (As is illustrated in The Fraud of Feminism) but it still occurs 
today. Canada, for example, has been tripping over itself lately to "help prostitutes" by increasingly 
laying the blame on men for using their services. We do this nowhere else but when men and women 


are together. For example, we don't consider drug dealers to be the innocent party, and lay all the 
blame on the college kid trying to score a joint. But we actually do this with prostitution, and have 
been ever since the government stuck its nose into the oldest profession. 


a carr IS MY IDOL 
- When Lorena Bobbit viciously attacked and mutilated her husband by severing his penis as he slept, 
society went out of its way to excuse her. Not only was she not properly prosecuted for her violent 
crime, but she was invited to appear on the Oprah Winfrey show and was hailed as a hero by 
feminists clear across the land. "Bobbit jokes" became all the rage of the 1990's. Could you ever 
imagine a man carving his wife's uterus out of her body while she slept being hailed as a hero and 
greeted with standing ovations? 
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- We've had several cases over the last few years where men have been charged with rape for having 
sex with a woman who is intoxicated, even though she consented at the time. The exact same excuse, 
that he was intoxicated when they had sex too, is not a justifiable defense on his part, but instead he is 
held fully responsible for his actions. Furthermore, if this same woman got behind the wheel of a car 
while intoxicated, she would not be excused from her actions but considered to be responsible for 
them. But whenever it comes down to doling out justice between men and women, the blame is 
nearly always shifted to the man. Belfort Bax noted already a century ago in The Legal Subjection of 
Men that the only time it appears the legal system is capable of delivering justice to a woman is when 
she has harmed another woman. 


Pussy Pass 


THES CAES MAY BC KEPT UNTI WELDER Om SOLO 
= "Nature has given women so much power that the 
law has wisely given them little." -- Samuel Johnson 


This is not so much a legal or social problem as a biological one rooted deep within us. We are 
naturally inclined to blame men over women - just as we naturally tend to blame parents when a child 
does something morally improper. Women are not only prosecuted for committing crimes less than 


men, when they're convicted they aren't held equally to account either: 

"Men receive sentences that are 63 percent higher, on average, than their female counterparts. 
females arrested for a crime are also significantly more likely to avoid charges and convictions 
entirely, and twice as likely to avoid incarceration if convicted." 


Sex case ES |) Al 

dropped pi M iJ 
And make no mistake, it's not just the men that do this excusing of women. Men don't "Impose" this 
upon women, as Elizabeth Cady Stanton suggests. In the case of Lorena Bobbit, it was the entire 
feminist movement which made excuses for her. In the more recent case of the Duke Lacrosse Team's 
Fake Rape Trial, every single person from the feminist movement to the Duke University's "80 
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Professors," to the media to the eventually disgraced District Attorney, Mike Nifong, all bent over 
backwards to blame men rather than examine where the fault actually was - with the woman. Even 
after it was shown she had committed several crimes and innocent men were purposefully being 
railroaded, she was hardly held accountable - in fact, she was offered assistance to help her out of her 
situation. 


It happened this way in Sparta too: 


...1n those states in which the condition of the women is bad, half the city may be regarded as 
having no laws. And this is what has actually happened at Sparta; the legislator wanted to make 
the whole state hardy and temperate, and he has carried out his intention in the case of the men, 
but he has neglected the women, who live in every sort of intemperance and luxury. 


",..But, when Lycurgus, as tradition says, wanted to bring the women under his laws, they 
resisted, and he gave up the attempt." -- The Politics of Aristotle, The Spartan Women 


Click Pic for "The Rule of Thumb for Wife-Beating Hoax" 
So, if society can't keep women under control and will always be seeking to blame the man anyways, 
then the man ought to at least be empowered to have authority over her. You can't blame parents for 
not keeping their children under control if you remove any and all means of actually keeping them 
under control, can you? 


This is the simple logic of hierarchy, the same as in the army. The general has authority over the 


colonel and the lieutenant has authority over the enlisted men. But the reverse is also true: the officer 
is held accountable more than the subordinates he commands. 


Furthermore, unlike children, women seem to get enjoy getting a few smacks on the rear - so be it, as 
long as he doesn't use a rod thicker than his thumb. 


KKK 


8 - He has so framed the laws of divorce, as to what shall be the proper causes of divorce, in case of 
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separation, to whom the guardianship of the children shall be given; as to be wholly regardless of the 
happiness of the women - the law, in all cases, going upon a false supposition of the supremacy of a 


man, and giving all power into his hands. 


randparents. C most of 


may not R: © MOtrhe eighth point is the one which undermines the 
ancient contract of marriage entirely. It is, in my opinion, THE most significant thing the suffragettes 
did - and it wasn't a good thing. 


“I would die before I will give up the child to its father.” -- Susan B. Anthony, Quoted in Phyllis 
Chesler, Patriarchy: Notes of an Expert Witness (Monroe, Maine: Common Courage Press, 1994), p. 
38. 


The ancient contract of marriage is not about romantic love - as Elizabeth Cady Stanton insinuates 
when she says divorce laws give no regard for women's happiness. 
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Click for "The Wife of Noble Character (Would Make Me a Sandwich!)" 
These notions that men are obligated to make women "happy" are relatively recent. No, marriage was 
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an economic contract between a man and a woman, whereby the man traded his lifetime's work of 
generating "excess resources" for children that are his own. In other words, he would have 100% 
presumed custody of any children produced from the woman's sexuality for the duration of their time 
together. It was about the concept of property rights, or in this case, of custody rights. The products 
of his wife's sexuality (children) became "his" and the products of his life's work became "hers." 


I will be going into this again later in this chapter, so I will keep this short here. 
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Women have a natural right to have children - it's "unalienable" because it's part of what it is to be 
human. Women do not require society for it - nor the concept of marriage. 


All they really need is a six pack of beer, a clearing in the bushes, and a sultry look in their eyes. 
Even if it was frowned upon in the past, it was still entirely possible for women to choose to have 


children outside of wedlock. 


| ) R! Hi ` 
Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage" 
Marriage is a vehicle for men to have children - not women. When she "sells" her reproductive ability 
to the man, who pays for such ability with his lifetime of labour, his "unalienable right" to keep what 
he has honestly worked and paid for has been violated if she can retain custody of the children in 
divorce. 


A brief history of what happened is as follows: The (British) Custody of Infants Act of 1839 already 
gave judges some power to over-ride a father's custody rights in certain instances, particularly in 
establishing mother-custody for children under seven years old. By 1873, Parliament extended the 
age of mother-custody to sixteen years, effectively undermining father-custody altogether. (In some 
states, the age was thirteen). This is known as the Tender Years Doctrine, and although it was first 
established in Britain, it spread around the world fast as the British Empire was at its peak in the late 
19th Century. The Tender Years Doctrine was similarly used in the USA as a principle in the courts 
to establish the arguments of parental custody. This is the beginning of the "Best Interests of the 
Child Doctrine," (something which is purely relative, whereas custody laws are exact and absolute) 
and we have been dealing with it ever since. 


Also, while Elizabeth Cady Stanton claims this practice of father-custody was built on the 
presumption of the supremacy of man, this is another obfuscation of the truth. The reason why 
ancient marriage was structured that way is because of the hierarchy of how "love" works. It kind of 
goes like this: 
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Click Pic for "The Legend of the Selkie" 
Men love women --> Women love children --> Children love puppies. 


Men's love for women is greater than women's love for men, just like parental love for children is 
greater than children's love for their parents. The Bible indicates this concept when it commands men 
to love their wives, but commands wives to honour their husbands in return, just as children are 
commanded to honour their parents, not love them. 


When children are placed in the position of 100% presumed custody of the father, it strengthens the 
weakest bond in the family - that between father and children. Fatherhood mostly doesn't exist in the 
animal world, while motherhood is positively everywhere. By attaching fathers and children directly 
to one another, the mother now equates her children with the father. If she divorces the father, she 
knows she will lose access to her children. Therefore, in order to maintain her love with her 
children she must also maintain her love with their father. 


If one believed that men and women were the same, one might project the female behaviours of the 
present day, where women leave their husbands simply to "Eat, Pray, Love" whenever they please, as 
how men abused such rights in the past. However, this was not the case. Men's greater love for 
women than women have for men made it so the vast majority of men never tried to remove their 
wives from the children. However, after presumed custody was shifted from father to mother by 
around the 1870's, divorce rates began rising... and kept rising right up until the present day. 
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Click Pic for the free online book, "The Case for Father Custody" -- by Daniel Amneus 

There were only a few thousand divorces annually in the mid-nineteenth century when divorce 
cost wives their children and Dad’s paycheck. This family stability began eroding as later 
nineteenth century divorce courts, under pressure from the rising feminist movement, began 
awarding child custody to mothers. -- Daniel Amneus, The Case for Father Custody, p360 


“Between 1870 and 1920 the divorce rate rose fifteenfold, and by 1924 one marriage out of 
seven ended in divorce" -- James H. Jones, Alfred Kinsey: A Public/Private Life (New York: W. W. 
Norton, 1997), p.292. 


Probably the one single largest problem of marriage and divorce today stems from the custody 
changes the suffragettes introduced a century and a half ago, when they undermined the ancient 
contract of marriage which had held marriages strong and divorce rates low throughout the West's 
long history. This was far more significant than anything the second wave feminists did with "no- 
fault divorce," but this will be explored in depth later in this chapter. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Suffragettes versus The Republic 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


S 


SENECA FALLS 
CONVENTION 


duly 19—20, 1848 


movement in 1848 at the Seneca Falls Convention on Women's rights, which had an attendence of 


Feminism started as an organized 


around 300 people. It was here that the Declaration of Sentiments put down the foundations of 
women's demands. It's principle author was Elizabeth Cady Stanton and it was signed by 100 people: 
68 women and 32 men. 


I'm going to post this in full, since I will be referring to various aspects of it in later sections: 
The Declaration of Sentiments, Seneca Falls, N.Y., 1848 


When, in the course of human events, it becomes necessary for one portion of the family of man to 
assume among the people of the earth a position different from that which they have hitherto 
occupied, but one to which the laws of nature and of nature's God entitle them, a decent respect to 
the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes that impel them to such a 
course. 


We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men and women are created equal; that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness; that to secure these rights governments are instituted, deriving their just powers 
from the consent of the governed. Whenever any form of government becomes destructive of these 
ends, it is the right of those who suffer from it to refuse allegiance to it, and to insist upon the 
institution of a new government, laying its foundation on such principles, and organizing its powers 
in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and happiness. 


Prudence, indeed, will dictate that governments long established should not be changed for light and 
transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath shown that mankind are more disposed to 
suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are 
accustomed. But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, 
evinces a design to reduce them under absolute despotism, it is their duty to throw off such 
government, and to provide new guards for their future security. Such has been the patient sufferance 
of the women under this government, and such is now the necessity which constrains them to demand 
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the equal station to which they are entitled. 
The history of mankind is a history of repeated injuries and usurpations on the part of man toward 
woman, having in direct object the establishment of an absolute tyranny over her. To prove this, let 


facts be submitted to a candid world. 


Sentiments: 


- He has never permitted her to exercise her 


inalienable right to the elective franchise. 


2 - He has compelled her to submit to laws, in the formation of which she had no voice. 


3 - He has withheld from her rights which are given to the most ignorant and degraded men - both 
natives and foreigners. 


4 - Having deprived her of this first right as a citizen, the elective franchise, thereby leaving her 
without representation in the halls of legislation, he has oppressed her on all sides. 


5 - He has made her, if married, in the eye of the law, civilly dead. 
6 - He has taken from her all right in property, even to the wages she earns. 


7 - He has made her morally, an irresponsible being, as she can commit many crimes with impunity, 
provided they be done in the presence of her husband. In the covenant of marriage, she is compelled 
to promise obedience to her husband, he becoming, to all intents and purposes, her master - the law 
giving him power to deprive her of her liberty, and to administer chastisement. 


8 - He has so framed the laws of divorce, as to what shall be the proper causes of divorce, in case of 
separation, to whom the guardianship of the children shall be given; as to be wholly regardless of the 
happiness of the women - the law, in all cases, going upon a false supposition of the supremacy of a 
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man, and giving all power into his hands. 


9 - After depriving her of all rights as a married woman, if single and the owner of property, he has 
taxed her to support a government which recognizes her only when her property can be made 
profitable to it. 


10 - He has monopolized nearly all the profitable employments, and from those she is permitted to 
follow, she receives but a scanty remuneration. 


11 - He closes against her all the avenues to wealth and distinction, which he considers most 
honorable to himself. As a teacher of theology, medicine, or law, she is not known. 


12 - He has denied her the facilities for obtaining a thorough education - all colleges being closed 
against her. 


13 - He allows her in church, as well as State, but a subordinate position, claiming Apostolic 
authority for her exclusion from the ministry, and, with some exceptions, from any public 
participation in the affairs of the Church. 


14 - He has created a false public sentiment by giving to the world a different code of morals for men 
and women, by which moral delinquencies which exclude women from society, are not only tolerated 
but deemed of little account in man. 


15 - He has usurped the prerogative of Jehovah himself, claiming it as his right to assign for her a 
sphere of action, when that belongs to her conscience and her God. 


16 - He has endeavored, in every way that he could to destroy her confidence in her own powers, to 
lessen her self-respect, and to make her willing to lead a dependent and abject life. 
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Now, in view of this entire disfranchisement of one- 
half the people of this country, their social and religious degradation—in view of the unjust laws 
above mentioned, and because women do feel themselves aggrieved, oppressed, and fraudulently 
deprived of their most sacred rights, we insist that they have immediate admission to all the rights 
and privileges which belong to them as citizens of these United States. 


In entering upon the great work before us, we anticipate no small amount of misconception, 
misrepresentation, and ridicule; but we shall use every instrumentality within our power to effect our 
object. We shall employ agents, circulate tracts, petition the State and national Legislatures, and 
endeavor to enlist the pulpit and the press in our behalf. We hope this Convention will be followed by 
a series of Conventions, embracing every part of the country. 


3K OK 


Despite being later known as the "suffragettes," at the time of the Declaration of Sentiment's signing, 
"the vote" was considered the most controversial of the sentiments, in-so-far as it even made some of 
the signers hesistant to endorse the document in its entirety. 


Click Pic for "The Truth About Misogyny" 
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I can see people's reactions already,, "Aha! Proof of the misogynist old days!" 


No, it wasn't really "misogyny" that was behind it - not entirely 
anyways. You have to keep in mind that this was 1848 and America's War for Independence had 
finished only 65 years earlier. It was about as fresh in the minds of the people as the Second World 
War is to us in the modern day. Many people's parents had lived through the American Revolution 
and their grandparents had fought in it. The people of that time were quite aware of the principles 
behind the Declaration of Independence and the nature of their rights under the framework of a 
Constitutional Republic. 


Thus, the very first of the sentiments - that man has never let woman exercise her inalienable right to 
the elective franchise - is making a patently false claim. 


We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed 
by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the 
pursuit of Happiness. -- The Declaration of Independence 


Voting is NOT an "unalienable" (inalienable?) right - which means a natural right, or, what it means 
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to be a person. Voting is a legal right, and nothing more - it's like being able to obtain a driver's 
license once you reach the age of 16. 


"While natural rights are innately part of being human, and exist prior to any culture or 
society, legal rights are those that are acknowledged and protected by a given government. So, 
in the Founders’ understanding, natural rights would include the right to life itself, the right to 
think for oneself, the right to self-defense, and the right to keep what one has worked honestly 
for, among others. Legal rights would include the right to vote, the specific methods by which 
fair trials are conducted, and copyrights and patents—all of which might be defined and 
protected in different ways in different countries or states, based on their particular customs 
and beliefs." -- Documents of Freedom 


When the Declaration of Sentiments was created in 1848, universal man-suffrage wasn't even in 
place yet. Landless white men didn't get the vote until around the Civil War and black men got 


suffrage in 1870. In Canada, universal male-suffrage was granted in the 1850's, but then rescinded 
with property restrictions being re-introduced in the 1860's. Also, certain other groups were often 


denied the vote for a variety of reasons, such as Catholics (because of their allegiance to the Pope). 
Plus, some states had granted women the right to vote already - New Jersey, for example, allowed 
women to vote from 1790 to 1807, whereas in the colony of Canada, New Brunswick rescinded 
women's right to vote in 1848. This quite clearly indicates that women having the vote was not an 
unpracticed concept. 


"Voting was long a limited privilege, as Harvard historian, Alexander Keyssar shows in his 
book, "The Right to Vote." In 1790, most of the original 13 states restricted the vote to white 
males who either owned property or paid local taxes. Perhaps 60-70% of white men could vote, 
Keyssar says. By the Civil War, most property restrictions had disappeared. 


But there was constant tension between the demands to expand the electorate and more 
restrictive pressures: selfish fears by ruling elites. But even in 1824, not all states allowed 
citizens to vote directly for president; some state legislatures still selected presidential electors. 


Later, war often served to expand voting. Congress passed the 19th Amendment (guaranteeing 
women's right to vote) in 1919, partly because women had helped so much in World War I. 


In the Vietnam War, Congress lowered the voting age to 18; it was hard to ask soldiers to die if 
they couldn't vote. After the Civil War, blacks received the right to vote via the 15th 
Amendment, ratified in 1870." -- Robert Samuelson, "An Inalienable Right to Vote - Right?", 
Milwaukee Journal Sentinal, Oct. 28, 2004 
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SUFFRAGE 


UNIVERSEL 


PU LZLLLLLEZZ_EED 


It's odd that all of the talk about "suffrage" is in regard to "women's right to vote," when the fact is 
that during the entire 19th Century, there was a long, ongoing debate about suffrage in general. 


The fact is, the USA was not founded as a democracy in the first place - and universal suffrage was 
certainly not the intention, although that's what we more or less have ended up with. 


Shortly after the US Constitution was completed, a woman asked Benjamin Franklin what kind of 
government they had created. His reply to her was, "A republic, if you can keep it." 


Although a republic means government that derives authority from the 
people (res publica in Latin), it does so by the rule of law, not through democracy. In fact, America's 
Founding Fathers mentioned the word "democracy" nowhere in their founding documents - although 
they did discuss it elsewhere afterwards. Democracy is mob-rule and has only the majority's 
consensus to decide right and wrong - without lawful principles protecting the minority. 


"It had been observed that a pure democracy if it were practicable would be the most perfect 
government. Experience had proved that no position is more false than this. The ancient 
democracies in which the people themselves deliberated never possessed one good feature of 
government. Their very character was tyranny; their figure deformity." — Alexander Hamilton, 
June 21, 1788 
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DEMOCRACY 


TWO WOLVES AND A SHEEP VOTING ON WHAT’S FOR DINNER 


"Democracy is two wolves and a lamb voting on 
what to have for lunch. Liberty is a well-armed lamb contesting the vote." — Benjamin Franklin 


The Consent of the Governed 
Sentiments #2 and #3 are also directly related to the vote: 
2 - He has compelled her to submit to laws, in the formation of which she had no voice. 


3 - He has withheld from her rights which are given to the most ignorant and degraded men - both 
natives and foreigners. 


These two charges are indeed true - although it must be noted that as shown above, many men also 
had to submit to laws in the formation of which they had no voice. And for that matter, you nor I had 
much of a say in the creation of the Constitution either, nor the plethora of laws that are on the books 
- I didn't vote to have murder and theft be against the law, did you?. If we had to have each person 
approve the law before we can expect them to submit to it, we would be holding referendums on a 
regular basis simply to keep laws valid that were in place before the current generation of people 
were even alive - and we don't do that, do we? 


We have principles which are regarded to be timeless. Since we have the inalienable right to life, we 
don't allow murder. Since a man has the right to keep what he has honestly worked for, we have 
principles regarding private property and theft. We don't need to keep voting on these things because 
they are timeless principles. The reason why the Founding Fathers attached these inalienable rights to 
"the Creator" (The Absolute) is because what God gives only God can take away. If we ever remove 
"the Creator" from these documents, I sincerely hope they will declare I get my rights from the Easter 
Bunny rather than the State and its subjective laws, for that's how the constitutions of totalitarian 
countries are worded. In a free country, you don't need to have a vote to have inalienable rights - 
those rights are "higher truths" than the government's subjective truths and civil laws. The Founders 
framed things specifically to protect the people from the government's subjectivity, which it had used 
to overwhelm the American colonies with laws and taxes and bureaucracies which did not benefit 
them. In other words, it was a fundamental part of what America's War for Independence was about! 
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“25"s"That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted 
among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, That whenever any 
Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to 
abolish it,and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and 
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and 
Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that Governments long established should not be 
changed for light and transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath shewn, that 
mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by 
abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed. But when a long train of abuses and 
usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to reduce them under 
absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide 
new Guards for their future security." -- United States Declaration of Independence 


d ~ 
a GM Guns eT Cour aa? 

That’s what made ps rica Great! > 

y xr € 


X X X 


A ; 


The consent of the governed is not exercised through the vote. The consent of the governed is granted 
by the right to alter or abolish a tyrannical form of government. In otherwords, to hold a revolution 
and shoot everyone in the government - which is why Americans are armed to the eyeballs by the 
Constitution. 
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"God forbid we should ever be twenty years without such a rebellion. The people cannot be all, 
and always, well informed. The part which is wrong will be discontented, in proportion to the 
importance of the facts they misconceive. If they remain quiet under such misconceptions, it is 
lethargy, the forerunner of death to the public liberty. 


"Yeah, alright. You can govern me... but if you piss me off... POW!" 

..And what country can preserve its liberties, if its rulers are not warned from time to time, 
that this people preserve the spirit of resistance? Let them take arms. The remedy is to set them 
right as to the facts, pardon and pacify them. What signify a few lives lost in a century or two? 
The tree of liberty must be refreshed from time to time, with the blood of patriots and tyrants. 
It is its natural manure." -- Thomas Jefferson 


Although the suffragettes were perfectly within their rights to make the demands of society they were 
making, they were blatantly untruthful to claim that the vote itself was an inalienable right. The 
consent of the governed is given from the barrel of a gun, not through the vote. 
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This ordering of truth is why the Founders still wouldn't have given women the vote. They did not 


adhere to the notion that "gender was a social construct" like we've been propagandized to believe 
today. 


"The appointment of a woman to office is an innovation for which the public is not prepared, 
nor I." -- Thomas Jefferson 
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"Were our state a pure democracy there would still be excluded from our deliberations |... | 
women, who, to prevent depravation of morals and ambiguity of issues, should not mix 
promiscuously in gatherings of men." -- Thomas Jefferson 


The Founding Fathers, remember, established their republic based upon the ideas of John Locke, who 
philosophised upon an ordering of truth inspired by the Absolute Truth of the Bible, where the lower 
truths must be contained by the higher truths so that we remain anchored to reality. 


Absolute 
Truth 


Objective 
Truth 
Subjective 
Truth 


Click Pic to read "The Masculine Principle" 
1 - God's Law/Absolute Truth 
2 - Natural Law/Objective Truth = Masculine Principle 


2 - Civil Law/Subjective Truth = Feminine Principle 


If a natural law contradicts the Absolute Truth, it is a false law. And if a civil law contradicts a 
natural law, it too is a false law. 


But a democracy, you see, is very much the political embodiment of the feminine principle. Like all 
things female - from herds & hives, to social proofing & harems, to attention to ever-changing 
fashions and a fixation with gossip, and even to co-ordinating the rhythym of their menstrual cycles 
to eachother when living in close proximaty to one another - they all derive their truth from opinions 


and consensus. And what better illustrates this than the mob rule of democracy and its subjective 
truth? 
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SOON... VERY SOOM 


Click Pic for "Useless Idiots Play Checkers, Marxists Play Chess" 
Here's how the philosopher G.F. Hegel put it: 


",.. When women hold the helm of government, the state is at once in jeopardy, because women 
regulate their actions not by the demands of universality but by arbitrary inclinations and 
opinions. Women are educated--who knows how?" -- G.F. Hegel 


A republic based on universality and principles which are protected by laws, is the political 
embodiment of the masculine principle - the principle which created and maintains civilization. You 
can see this in the Constitution itself, which is designed to protect a citizen's rights regardless of what 
the populace votes for. The "principles" of the republic (masculine principles) are to be held in higher 
regard than the current voting whims of the day (feminine principles). Why would you "un-order" 
this at the outset by placing the feminine principle at an equal level to the male principle? You 
wouldn't base a republic on known successful principles only to immediately subject it to the very 
force that would remove such principles. 


You can see from the very first of the sentiments, as discussed above, that the Declaration of 
Sentiments is already trying to subvert the objective truth with the subjective truth. As we go through 
this list of sentiments over the next sections, I'll be pointing out more falsehoods - all of which 
actually strengthen the case for not allowing women to decide with their subjectivity which objective 
truths society ought to follow. 
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No Shirt 


No Shoes 
No Vote 


the men) was so those who relied upon others for their very survival would be prevented from 


A further reason for voting restrictions (including on 


directing their actions legally. A welfare recipient, for example, should not be able to vote for the 
productive classes to give him more free benefits. When the parasite leads the host, it destroys both 
organisms. But when the host leads the parasite, both organisms can survive - it just takes an 


ordering, like the ordering of truth shown in the diagram of the Russian dolls above. 


We know from the research of John Lott and Lawrence Kenny's study titled, "Did Women's Suffrage 
Change the Size and Scope of Government?" that indeed, women, who tend to vote for their 
collective security, grew the government far more than men did, who tend to vote for individualism 
and freedom. 


"Those who desire to give up freedom in order to gain security will not have, nor do they 
deserve, either one" ~ Benjamin Franklin 


I regularly read financial and politically focused blogs and often it is pointed how, since the advent of 
the Federal Reserve in 1913, the dollar has lost 96% of its value. This is true - and a significant 
portion of the debt they created from doing this has gone to fund vast government bureaucracies and 
welfare entitlements that we simply can't afford, thus why we keep borrowing money from the 
Central Bankers to fund our defecits. 
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"Democracy is the road to Socialism" -- Karl Marx 
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What I rarely see pointed out, however, is this exponential rise in government spending also co- 
incides with women being given the vote in 1919. The majority of government bureaucracies, 
educational institutions and medical-care facilities are staffed by women - in fact, I've read that 70% 
of government employees (all earning 30% more than the private sector can afford to pay them - plus 
benefits!) are women. And, the majority of tax dollars spent on welfare programs, healthcare and 
other such government services also goes to women (something like 65% - aside from maternity 
issues). Yet, it's the dreaded, misogynist, racist, white males working in the actually productive 
private sector that are providing over 65% of the tax dollars to keep the whole system afloat. Doesn't 
that sound like the parasites leading the host to you? 


"Give us suffrage and we'll give you Socialism," quipped Susan B. Anthony. 
"Give us Socialism and we'll give you the vote!,"" replied Eugene V. Debs. 


(Eugene V. Debs was a 5-time Presidential candidate for the Socialist Party of America) 


How the framework for this was laid down by the suffragette movement's undermining of the nuclear 
family with points 4 to 8 of the Declaration of Sentiments' will be explored in the next section. 


Previous / Index / Next 


“Remember, Democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes, exhausts and murders itself! There 
never was a democracy that ‘did not commit suicide.’” -- Samuel Adams 


“democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found 
incompatible with personal security, or the rights of property; and have in general been as 
short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths.” -- James Madison 


“Between a balanced republic and a democracy, the difference is like that between order and 
chaos.” -- John Marshall, Chief Justice of the US Supreme Court, 1801-1835 
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USA, 1920 


Enforcement of Women’s Suffrage 


U.S. fertility rate 
3.3 


Per Capita State Expenditures and Revenue 
(as real per capita 1996 Dollars) 

of the US states that gave women 

the right to vote 1920 


CHILDREN 


instantly taxes = and spending —@— 
skyrocket, while the fertility rate <= crashes. 


And instantly spending is higher than revenue. 


Of course it's MEN paying the large portion of taxes, 
while WOMEN are on the receiving end of welfare. 


To this day. 


1910 1915 (1920) 1925 1930 


What happened next? 


US debt rose and rose 

(but rather slowly) 

until yet another “milestone” 
was reached: 


U.S. debt (inflation adjusted) 


World War Il 


A What happened in 1980? 
Women became the majority 


of the electorate! 
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Social Strategy: Why Men Shouldn't Argue With Women 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


This female clock is really driving me mad, for her quarrelsome din doesn't stop for a moment. 
The tongue of a quarrelsome woman never tires of chiming in. She even drowns out the sound 
of the church bell. A nagging wife couldn't care less whether her words are wise or foolish, 
provided that the sound of her own voice can be heard. She simply pursues her own ends; 
there's not a grain of sense in what she says; in fact she finds it impossible to have a decent 
thought. She doesn't want her husband to be the boss and finds fault with everything he does. 
Rightly or wrongly, the husband has no choice: he has to put up with the situation and keep his 
mouth shut if he wants to remain in one piece. No man, however self disciplined or clear- 
sighted he may be, can protect himself adequately against this. A husband has to like what the 
wife likes, and disapprove of what she hates and criticize what she criticizes so that her opinions 
appear to be right. So anyone who wishes to immolate himself on the altar of marriage will 
have a lot to put up with. Fifteen times, both day and night, he will suffer without respite and 
he will be sorely tormented. Indeed, I believe that this torture is worse than the torments of 
hell, with its chains, fire, and iron. 


Men and women are after different things when they “debate. 
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Copyright @ Ron Leishman ° http://ToonClips.com/6304 Men tend to, but not always, hold the truth 


to be the decider of the debate. (Manginas excepted — thus the name). The man who illustrates the 
truth the best, is generally considered the winner of a debate. Women, not so much. And don’t forget, 
women scoff at our “school yard rules.” Nothing seems sillier to a woman than the male “code.” 
When women fight/argue, there are no rules she adheres to. Women decide who “wins” a debate by 
who has been the snotty-mouthiest and by who emotionally manipulates the other into submission. 
The truth matters not a bit to women. 


"If men are always more or less deceived on the subject of women, it is because that they forget 
that they and women do not speak altogether the same language, and that words have not the same 
weight or the same meaning for them, especially in questions of feeling. Whether from shyness or 
precaution or artifice, a woman never speaks out her whole thought, and moreover what she 
herself knows of it is but a part of what it really is. Complete frankness seems to be impossible 
to her, and complete self-knowledge seems to be forbidden her. If she is a sphinx to us, it is 
because she is a riddle of doubtful meaning even to herself. She has no need of perfidy, for she 
is mystery itself. A woman is something fugitive, irrational, indeterminable, illogical, and 
contradictory. A great deal of forbearance ought to be shown her, and a good deal of prudence 
exercised with regard to her, for she may bring about innumerable evils without knowing it, 
capable of all kinds of devotion, and of all kinds of treason, "monstre incompréhensible," 
raised to the second power, she is at once the delight and the terror of men." -- The Intimate 
Journal of Henri Amiel, Dec. 26, 1868 
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Here's a comparisson that might make it more clear how this works: 

Men love to watch sports. They will spend hours watching men kick balls, shoot pucks, pot golf balls 
etc. etc. They will memorize stats, and they will see strategy everywhere in a game of sports. Men 
positively thrive upon these things. 


But women? 


Not so much. 


However, when women watch Soap Operas, they do the 
same things as men watching sports — except they do it for social strategy. Women see social strategy 
everywhere in soaps... how Kathy manipulated her love interest David into lying to his wife Ruth, 
causing them to have a big argument, driving David right into Kathy’s loving arms... and the affair 
begins. 


Social Strategy. 


That's why soap operas are popular with women. It's what Cosmo magazine is chock full of: How to 
socially manipulate people. 
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Socially manipulating people is what women do. 
In fact, it is one of the only things they do. 


"Truth" as men know it does not exist in the same way for women. Women are "herd creatures" and 
thus women find "truth" or right and wrong through the consensus of the herd. It is what the herd 
believes is correct that women believe is "truth." Thus you see women are much more attuned to 
eternally changing notions such as fashion, or how they use social proofing - the consensus of whom 
the herd finds a sexually desirable man - to decide for their individual selves which man they find 
sexy. Men simply "know" what they find sexy in a mate, but women find men sexy because of other 
women's sexual preferences. 


WOMEN 


They can't do Math 


",.. Women may have happy ideas, taste, and elegance, but they cannot attain to the ideal. The 
difference between men and women is like that between animals and plants. Men correspond to 
animals, while women correspond to plants because their development is more placid and the 
principle that underlies it is the rather vague unity of feeling. When women hold the helm of 
government, the state is at once in jeopardy, because women regulate their actions not by the 
demands of universality but by arbitrary inclinations and opinions. Women are educated--who 
knows how?" -- G.F. Hegel 


When women argue, they are not trying to find the objective truth but rather are after manipulating 
the other(s) into feeling unified with them towards their opinion. If the herd believes 1+1=3, then it is 
correct - because the herd believes it is so. If tomorrow, the herd believes 1+1=1, then that will be 
correct - because the herd believes it is so. It is men who insist upon the objective truth - based on 
principle and universality - and continue to argue 1+1=2, no matter how much you cows moo at me. 
Women are not after finding the correct answer, but rather they are after manipulating others into 
feeling they are right and their opponent is wrong. In other words, they are socially manipulating their 
opponent when they argue, rather than seeking the actual, objective truth. 


- The consciousness of how one stands with other people occupies a relatively larger and larger part of the 
mind, the lower one goes on the scale of culture. Woman's intuition, so fine in the sphere of personal relations, 
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is seldom first-rate in the way of mechanics. Hence Dr. Whately's jest, "Woman is the unreasoning animal, 
and pokes the fire from the top." -- William James, Principles of Psychology 


I think one of the absolute best things men can do with women is follow the advice of so many of 
those “misogynists” of old, and view women as “the most responsible teenager in the house.” 


Of course, it is not actually that they are children. It is more likely that they do not develop the same 
sense of principle and justice to navigate the world, because society enables them not to have to. 
Regardless of whether they are or not, I think in almost every aspect — from seduction to simple 
conversations — a man is advantaged by continually reminding himself that “women are teenagers.” 


They exist somewhere in between child and man. 


This does not mean a man can be foolish 
and disregard women as harmless children, for as Schopenhauer observes, women are naturally 
furnished with the tools of dissimulation - the behaviours akin to a pool hustler - and this feature is 
innate in women and is found as easily in the stupid as well as the very clever. Men should be very 
guarded when in an argument with someone who naturally dissembles. 


"So that it will be found that the fundamental fault in the character of women is that they have 
no “sense of justice .” This arises from their deficiency in the power of reasoning already 
referred to, and reflection, but is also partly due to the fact that Nature has not destined them, 
as the weaker sex, to be dependent on strength but on cunning; this is why they are instinctively 
crafty, and have an ineradicable tendency to lie. 
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For as lions are furnished with 


claws and teeth, elephants with tusks, boars with fangs, bulls with horns, and the cuttlefish with 
its dark, inky fluid, so Nature has provided woman for her protection and defense with the 
faculty of dissimulation and all the power which Nature has given to man in the form of bodily 
strength and reason has been conferred on woman in this form. Hence, dissimulation is innate 
in woman and almost as characteristic of the very stupid as of the clever. Accordingly, it is as 
natural for women to dissemble at every opportunity as it is for those animals to turn to their 
weapons when they are attacked; and they feel in doing so that in a certain measure they are 
only making use of their rights. Therefore a woman who is perfectly truthful and does not 
dissemble is perhaps an impossibility. This is why they see through dissimulation in others so 
easily; therefore it is not advisable to attempt it with them. From the fundamental defect that 
has been stated, and all that it involves, spring falseness, faithlessness, treachery, 
ungratefulness, and so on. In a court of justice women are more often found guilty of perjury 
than men. It is indeed to be generally questioned whether they should be allowed to take an 


oath at all." -- Arthur Schopenhauer, On Women, 1851 


=| can well understand why in the old 
days, when there were such things as "gentleman's clubs," that even all of the staff were male. Once a 
woman enters into group of men, the group automatically becomes feminized. 
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t also makes perfectly good sense to me 
why religions such as Christianity try to remove women from philosophizing about their doctrines 
and they state that women are not allowed to speak in the church nor hold office or authority over 
men. They naturally lead away from the Truth. Just because a woman says something that makes 
sense once, is no guarantee that the next thing out of her mouth also makes sense... and they all, by 
human nature, put the female's needs before the male, and manipulate away from the Truth with the 
ease, taking men along with them like the Pied Piper. Buddhism also says that women cannot become 
Buddhas for much the same reasons. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 


When discussing matters, men and women are not even after the same things. 


Because women are based in relative truth, it doesn’t matter how often you pin them down, as soon 
as you do they create a new truth in their minds and just carry on — because her goal is not to find the 
Truth at all, but that is what the man she is arguing with is after and he thinks she is after Truth too. 


Truth, as well as morals, are only important to women when it suits them. The instant the Truth 
conflicts with their agenda, they have no problems at all changing it and carrying on — because what 
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they are really after is manipulating you. The most manipulative is “the winner.” The one who 
manipulates the most crapola upon the other is the one who walks away being “right.” 


Truth matters not a bit in deciding who was “right.” 
You can catch a woman dead to rights in a lie, like a child with cookie crumbs still stuck on the 


corner of her lips insisting she wasn’t in the cookie jar — it simply does not matter to them. They just 
create a new truth in their heads and carrying on as if nothing matters. 


= "itis just such responses — citing a 
single, artfully mischaracterized example to “refute” a carefully made argument — that long 
ago led to the bit of male traditional wisdom that advises, “Never argue with a woman.” 
Because women don’t ordinarily engage in discourse to discover the truth — as men do, not 
always, but men can be held to it if confronted, while women will dodge (a.k.a. “change the 
subject”) — but merely to “win.” And “all’s fair in war and love.” “Love” here defined as any 
encounter between the sexes, and “all’s fair” because that’s how women fight" -- Philalethes #8 - 
When the Cow Rides the Bull, Priest, Watch Your Skull. 


There’s really no point in trying to “convert” them. It matters not a bit to convert such a creature any 
more than it does good to convince three year olds Ron Paul is the right candidate for President. 


Even the women that have been “converted” are simply incapable of rising above these things, and as 
soon as circumstances change, making her previous stance unsuitable for her, she rearranges the truth 
and carries on as if she has no clue to what you are talking about — nor can you hold her to what she 
said yesterday. So, what’s the point? 
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Click Pic for "A Guide to Birdwatching" 
There was a very well-known Meritorious Mediocrus in the MRM a few years back. She had 
everyone bamboozled that she was “not like that.” She spoke and blogged and moralized and agreed 
and agreed and agreed... and all the men were happier than pigs in shit that there was, finally, such a 


good example of woman... they didn’t have to take women off the pedestal — not all of them, 
anyway. "Phew!" 


However, suddenly a lot of shit hit the fan. (I don’t know the details, just bits and pieces which are 
not important). She got herself onto the divorce-conveyer belt. 


f “Shared- Parenting? Huh? What you talkin’ about, Willis? 
Unreasonable child support? But I neeeeeeeeed it!” 


Yeah, uh huh. What a waste of time and effort for all the men who pedestalized her. She was no 
different than the rest and her “principles” were subject to change simply upon the convenience of 
where she was in life. 


- For woman the temptation to misuse cunning (for example, to deceive) corresponds to man's temptation to 
misuse power. The fact that the woman's guilt is always more strongly emphasized than the man's is basically 
an indirect compliment to the woman, an admission of the degree to which she is the stronger sex in cunning. -- 
Woman/Man - from Kierkegaard's Journals 
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Click for "The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth" 

Even in relationships with men, women are completely malleable. The girl you dated at 21, who 
screwed you over at 23, is not even the same person when you speak to her again at 28. This is 
because women are “like water seeking a container to give them their form.” Each time a woman gets 


together with a new man, it is based upon hypergamy — he becomes her new hero, and thus she 
completely adapts her morals and character to be his view of the ideal woman. When she grabs hold 
of the next branch, erm, man, all of her morals and character again change to adapt to be the new 


man’s ideal woman. When you look at it that way, how can one then ever assess a woman’s “true 
character?” It doesn’t exist. 


There is no point in arguing with them, and there is no point in having their input into Men's 
Issues. Having a woman "help" with Men's Issues is like having a five year old "help" you put up 
wallpaper. No thanks! 


"the influence of the Lacedaemonian women has been most mischievous. The evil showed 
itself in the Theban invasion, when, unlike the women of other cities, they were utterly useless 
and caused more confusion than the enemy." -- The Politics of Aristotle: The Spartan Women 
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It is best for men simply to take a position and staunchly never budge. Do not bother explaining 
yourself to women; it is futile. Either they find your logic to be sound and they will conform 
themselves around you, or there is no further hope in converting her to your way of thinking. A man 
has to come from the attitude of "it's my way or the highway." A woman - or especially her friends - 
may call this asshole behaviour, simply because you are not willing to grovel like a servile worm for 
her approval, but deep down every woman /oves this about a man. There is a difference between 
being an asshole and being confident and assertive. 


We have entirely different strategies and entirely different views of reality. It’s best to just chase 
them off so the men can get back to business. 


Interview with a Womenfirster: Phyllis Schlafly 


GIRL NINJAS 


Silently making you sandwiches 
Click Pic for "The Wife of Noble Character" 
Jack Kammer: What if I was the kind of man, like a lot of men who have confided to me, who is 
sick to death of the corporate world and in a heartbeat would stay home to take care of their 
kids because they love them so much and they know the business world is a crock? 


Phyllis Schlafly:... That’s their problem. As I look around the world about me, I just don’t find 
there are many [women] who want the so-called non-traditional relationships. — a radio 
interview, WCVT-FM (now WTMD), Towson University, Maryland, January 5, 1989 


Off to the koffee-klatch with you and the other clucking hens! 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Further Reading: 
Tom Pry's Wife -- by Charles Lamb, (1775-1834) 


Wisdom and the Weather -- by G.K. Chesterton 


- Woman's reflection is almost overpowering to her; this is why it is so dangerous for a woman to reflect. A 
woman's reflection usually goes like this: if she has won on one point or another, she is so overcome herself that 
she cannot avoid gazing at her victory - and then she stumbles. 


The man is more essentially character; and character consists not so much in winning as in continuing 
after having won, keeping in character. The woman endures something and counts on the approaching 
moment when she can take a deep breath. This moment is precisely the danger. Character is essentially 
continuity. -- Man/Woman, Kierkegaard's Journals 
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The Fish and The Bicycle 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


”The most insidious effect of affirmative action quotas is a kind of psychic castration... the removal 
of the source of a man’s identity. By contriving the nonsense that women can do whatever a man can 
do (which they obviously can’t), they’ve leveled men’s purpose to the extent that men effectively have 
no purpose. The equivalent would be to remove women’s wombs, and render them sterile. 


It’s not just messing with the laws of supply and demand and cheating men out of their rights... its 
about annihilation of identity and purpose. ” -- codebuster, from a comment at The Spearhead 


”I remember the first time I saw the slogan "A woman without a man is like a fish without a bicycle", 
I knew my face had just been spit in. Men were not just useless to women, we were irrelevant. We had 
no purpose in a woman's life, and did not belong in her world at all. It was a message of hate, 
dismissal, and refutation. But, I also saw it as a warning of what was to come. It was like seeing 
clouds on the horizon, and knowing that it is time to get under cover because a storm is brewing. 
And, since it was obviously smearing shit in my face, it was going to be a shit storm.” -- zenpriest, 
Hate Bounces 
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"NEEDS |A MAN LIKE:A FISH NEEDS A 
mee bicycle 


7 
RENT. CHILD SUPPORT AND GROCERY 
BILUSSUBSIDIZED,BY JOE TAXPAYER. 


wanting to be empowered. To have power, one must have independence and be self-reliant. This is 


”The problem here is women are totally lying about 


the exact opposite of what women and children have been for most of human history. Instead of being 
independent and self-reliant (ie having power) they have been dependent and relied on men for 
everything. In return, there is a bunch of stuff they are expected to give men.....certain roles they 
must perform for the system to work. 


Now, a handful of women have always been an exception. I can totally see how more women would 
want to have power by becoming self-reliant and independent. BUT THAT’S NOT WHAT THEY ARE 
DOING! Instead, they want to be empowered but still rely and depend on men for everything. They 
think they can do this by creating various ways and means to force us to take care of them, both as 
individuals and a society, without giving anything in return. They don’t want marriage but they still 
want money from men via alimony and child support. They want to vote but don’t exercise wisdom in 
what they vote for. They want jobs but are pathetic as employees, but God forbid you fire them, you'll 
get sued (plus they will trade sex for promotions). ” -- The Most Feminacentrist Statement of the 


Twentieth Century 


"... Traditionally, the raw sexual and economic facts of marriage have 
been politely concealed by superadded ideas such as romantic love and gallantry. In the years 
following the Second World War, such antiquated fashions were with increasing rudeness torn from 
the sexual act by fraudulent sex "scientists" and pornographers. But the economic realities have not 
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similarly been dragged into the light of day. On the contrary, our prosperity has made it easy to 
downplay them even more than in the past. 


An example of such polite concealment is found in the traditional etiquette with respect to greeting 
newly married couples. It was customary to say "congratulations" to the man, but never to the 
woman, to the bride one offered only "best wishes." The pretense was that the man was receiving an 
unmerited windfall. The reality, of course, is that the man assumes the principal burden in marriage. 
For women, it is an economic bonanza. 


i, 


One factor in the disintegration of marriage and sex 
roles is that, spoiled by prosperity, women actually came to believe the chivalrous pretense and 
forgot the underlying economic reality. They expect men to be grateful for the opportunity to support 
them. ... It is a case of gallantry being abused by its beneficiaries. Under such circumstances, men 
cannot simply go on behaving in the old manner as though nothing were wrong. It is incumbent upon 
them to fight back against the forces arrayed against them, in part by emphasizing some home truths 
about the economic realities of marriage. Perhaps it is time for young men to stop paying for dates 
and coyly explain that they are "saving their wallets" for marriage. If that sounds cynical to a 
traditional sensibility, my answer is that such cynicism may simply be the price for reestablishing the 
natural family as the basis of our civilization." -- F. Roger Devlin, Home Economics II 


”In truth, women are no more “independent” than 
they ever were, but because they ve transferred the job of protecting and caring for them from the 
men they personally know to the State, they can pretend to themselves that they no longer need men. 
Modern women are as “independent” as a tropical fern in a greenhouse in Iceland. All that’s 
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changed is that men, who still do all the dirty, dangerous jobs that must be done, and pay all the 
taxes and alimony and child-care payments, and fight the wars, etc. etc., that enable women to have 
the comfortable world they want, no longer get the respect we used to get in return. In the long run, 
this is a recipe for disaster. We may be stupid, but we’re not harmless.” -- Philalethes #27 — In the 
Battle of the Sexes, If She Wins, She Loses 


Evolve! 
it's great! 


Click for "The Amazon Women (The Science of Why Males Exist)" 

”Women only have what rights we give them. The real core of the problem with women is other men. 
The men who open their wallets in a snivelling desire to get laid. The men who pass foolish 
draconian laws to solve problems that don’t exist. The men who promote women in return for sexual 
favours. The men who marry obviously inferior women. And most of all, the men who swallow the 
most outrageous of lies, rather than bother to think critically about what is happening both to them 
and everyone around them. 


The bottom line is women have no real power, no intrinsic power. They are totally, completely and 
permanently dependant on men for power. This situation is deeply rooted in our biology and is not 
going to change just because some wacko broads think it should. We created this hobgoblin 
ourselves, feed it and keep it alive despite its obviously odious nature. The very moment we stop, it 
will evaporate in a puff of smoke. Women know this. Their biggest fear is we will wake up and know 


it too. -- The Most Feminacentrist Statement of the Twentieth Century 
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Click for "The Liberation of Men" 


” there is no equity between the sexes. They are indispensable one to another, but one is the leader 
and the other led. The ram is the master of the ewe; the reverse would be an aberration and 
monstrosity. The pride of the American women will bring about a reaction, for whatever these ladies 
are they owe to man. If the latter wearies of his generosity and leaves them to their own merits, the 
expiatory plunge will oblige them to measure the immensity of their ingratitude. 


Nature has willed the subordination of woman. Civilized man dignifies his companion, submits 
willingly to grace, sweetness, frailty, creates for her the right to protection, gives her a privileged 
place. But the condition is such that, if she denies the benefaction and claims to have earned what 
has been given to her and to be indebted to no one, her benefactor may bring this course to an abrupt 
end. 


The illusion consists in this: superiority constitutes a moral duty on the part of the superior towards 
the inferior, but inferiority does not constitute any legal right on the part of the inferior over the 
superior. Generosity is beautiful and noble, but it is optional; the cripple who demands that he 
should he carried dispels one's desire to aid him. Man enjoys protecting woman, but when woman 
imperatively summons him to serve and protect her, he whom an entreaty would have softened loses 
his inclination at once. 


MAKE GIFS AT GIFSOUP.COM 
By substituting the legal sphere for the moral sphere, the emancipation of women will desiccate 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 565 of 744 


society, as legal charity destroys real charity, as love by command would sterilise the marriage-bed. 
-- In asking more than civil equality and economic equality, women are playing a dangerous game. 
Equality in services will be demanded of them, and this will serve them right.” -- The Intimate 


Journal of Henri Amiel, August 8, 1876 


"... That woman is by nature intended to obey is shown by the fact that every woman who is placed in 
the unnatural position of absolute independence at once attaches herself to some kind of man, by 
whom she is controlled and governed; this is because she requires a master. If she is young, the man 
is a lover; if she is old, a priest." -- Arthur Schopenhauer - On Women (1851) 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing 
March 11, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Question: How Do Porcupines Mate? 


Answer: Very Carefully! 


The Gender War has been going on for a long, long time now - since the beginning of time, really. 
Perhaps sometimes it calms down and becomes a mere "Battle of Sexes," while at other times it turns 
into a more serious "war," but this antagonism between the sexes always exists. 


In fact, one might say it is the very purpose of "the sexes." They are supposed to test each other as a 
way of seeking out superior genes. It's what happens nearly everywhere there is sexual reproduction, 
from simple organisms right up to the complex ones. When there is sexual reproduction there is a 
measure of hostility between the sexes as they compete and weed out one another, each seeking their 
own best interests. It's a messy but effective way of overcoming adversity - which is often why a 


single sex species will change itself into a two-sex species, to overcome environmental adversity or 
other hardships which requires rapid adaption. Once the adversity has been conquered, these "inter- 
sexual" species will revert back to single sex again. 


What I find is there is also a higher level where this takes place. Even in humans, which are complex 
enough to probably not change back into a single-sex species (unless we arrange it ourselves 


scientifically), there is also a cycle to the sexes coming together and later repelling from each other, 
which follows the basic theme of how simple organisms can change from single-sex to two-sex 
species and back again. This cycle is manifested in humans by the way civilizations rise and fall 
based upon restraining or freeing our sexuality. When civilizations begin and then rise, they are 
patriarchal in nature - the sexes work together in defined gender roles which aid them in overcoming 
adversity. Once the adversity is overcome and life becomes easy within a prosperous civilization, the 
sexes begin to androgynize which causes them to repel from each other. 
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Ata.) Nal Once the females need males less for survival, 
sexuality becomes less restrained, birth rates decline, the civilization decays then crumbles, and out 
of the ashes adversity is once more created and the sexes will again form gender roles to overcome it. 
Over and over. Throughout recorded history. 


Sex is related to nearly everything around us. It is an enormous force; an instinct second only to basic 
survival. The birdsong you hear is about sex. The frogs croaking, the flowers blooming, the fireflies 
producing their glow... you name it, sex is everywhere. One thing I find interesting about studying 
this is that evolutionary wise, in most species males are indeed quite high energy and functionally 
useless aside from fertilization purposes, but also it seems most scientists endorse the idea that the 
more males help the female with reproduction (do something with their sex drive besides simply 
copulate), the more "properly evolved" it appears the male of the species becomes. For example, male 
birds are considered "less useless" because they bring things to the female to nest with while his 
colourful plumage distracts predators away from her and the eggs. Beavers are the mammal 
equivalent, for they also help building a home and controlling the immediate environment to aid the 
female and offspring. 


Si 


If this is indeed the case, that the more productive the male's sex drive is outside of mere fertilization 


the better, then it appears that human males have evolved to be the best of the evolutionary concept of 
sex. Only in our species - under patriarchy - is the entire male sex put to use to aid females and their 
offspring. If the birdsong you hear and the blooms you see are related to sex, then the roads you drive 
on, the houses you live in, the electricity that powers our cities and the airplanes that fly in the sky are 
the "birdsong" of the male sex drive in humans. Human males compete amongst each other to create 
or produce in the outside world, so that females will find them useful and include those males in the 
reproductive process. From there, he continues creating or producing for the rest of his life to support 
the female and her offspring. On all of earth, there is not a species like humans where males are so 
intensely involved in the long term care of their offspring 
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N A suspect that in humans, this male utility was intensified somewhere in 


our evolutionary past when females began ovulating covertly rather than openly signalling through 
sight, smell, or other means that they are in estrus. Males are always "at the ready" to serve the 
females' sex drive, thus the urgency of the male sex drive. When the female is ready to be fertilized, 
she wants it now, and the males must be prepared to do so when she demands or he gets left out of 
the game. But, in most living things, the male is only summoned by the female at certain times during 
her reproductive cycle - for the rest, neither cares too much about the other. In humans, since we have 
developed few clear signs for when females are ovulating, the males are kept at the females' bidding 
nearly all of the time. 


Furthermore, the females, not the males, control nearly everything about the way in which we evolve 
and even how our species structures itself. Males who do not co-operate with the female agenda do 
not get chosen for reproduction, therefore, all the "power" in a species ultimately lies with the female. 


Click Pic for "The Amazon Women" 
"If one were building a myth around the nature of males, the center of the drama would be the 
moment when females took over the reproductive cycle, monopolized it, and left males with 
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nothing to do but compete for their favor. When that happened females effectively emerged in 
control of male evolution, for it was only those males that met their terms and danced to their 
tune that were able to reproduce. Conceivably this need not have happened; had the males 
organized themselves, and agreed to ignore all the females, then eventually the females would 
have had to come looking for them. They might thus have gotten the females to do all the work, 
from accumulating the protein to arranging the mating (although actually if the males really 
had tried a trick like that the females might just have evolved a bisexual lifestyle and dispensed 
with males altogether). 


But in reality gender solidarity was never an option; sexual creatures, as pointed out earlier, 
have an individualistic, anarchistic bent and seldom engage in compacts that entail sacrificing 
for the common good. (For example, there is no known case of a predator species - humans 
perhaps aside - successfully adopting a quota system, even though these can increase prey yields 
considerably.) Instead males compete with each other for the available females." -- Fred 
Hapgood, Why Males Exist; An Inquiry Into The Evolution Of Sex, William Morrow and Company, 
Inc. New York, 1979, pp. 96-97 


Females have a social power which males do not have. Much of this power is based upon the denial 
of having such power, but this is the "female way." The female reproductive cell's power exists in the 
fact that all of the male cells are trying to stand out and "be the one" for her to mate with. She is 
passive, he is active - and she tests them all to see which meet her standards, and is actively hostile to 
those who do not. Further, even male competition is done to satisfy her sexual desires. 


"(Regarding elephant seal mating 
behavior, where emilee will copulate with lesser males, then ‘bawl out' so dominant males will 
come to chase the lesser male away then mate with her immediately afterwards] Recently these 
"protests" have been studied intensively by Cathleen Cox and Burney J. Le Boeuf. They found 
that males mounting estrous females are more than twice as likely to be driven away by other 
males when the female protests than when she remains silent. Thus the picture that emerges is that 
the females have a substantial degree of control over the fertilization process, and that they use 
this control, at least in part, to play males off against each other. 


Why do they do this, if they do? What could be the point? Perhaps the single observation that can 
be made about the range of ways one male is chosen out of the many that are called is that 
physical exertion is almost always involved, or demanded. It might be that the female is interposing 
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a test that prevents her mating with gross misfits, from pairing her genes with genes that are 
defective. 


The case that fits this suggestion best is male competition among those creatures in which the 
males have only one gene set instead of the usual two. A male of such a species has only one 
source of genetic information. If one of his genes is defective he must rely on it, use it, and express 
it, regardless. Mating among the social insects - a prime example of these one-gene-set males - is 
just as strenuous as among the larger-bodied species we have been reviewing. In some cases a 
queen flies to great heights so that only the fastest, highest-flying males can reach her; in others 
she might crawl along the ground, requiring the males to search for her over periods of as long as 
several weeks." -- Fred Hapgood, Why Males Exist; An Inquiry Into The Evolution Of Sex, William 
Morrow and Company, Inc. New York, 1979, pp. 117-118 


"Testing" males by being difficult or hostile towards them is a 
natural part of being a sexual female. As was pointed out earlier, on some level, the actual purpose of 
two sexes is to overcome adversity, thus its nature will always involve testing and and a degree of 
hostility. It will never end. It is supposed to work this way. The phrase "he chases her until she 
catches him" comes to mind, for this is the embodiment of female-male 

sexual relations. 


Further, if the entire population of males were able to meet her tests, the female would merely raise 
the bar higher so that only the top males pass the test... and if too many pass that test, she will raise 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 571 of 744 


the bar again, and again, and again, until she weeds out the top males from the lesser ones. The 
female, being in control of reproduction, doesn't get aroused sexually by males who don't chase her 
and pass her tests - it's actually what turns her on, so to speak. 


Click Pic for "Bad Boys, Alphas, Assholes, Niceguys and Players" 


Also to note, the female's position is naturally on the deceptive side while the male is trying to be as 
"true" as possible. There is no point in him feigning he doesn't have power like the female does. He is 
competing to be "the best" and if you are the best, there is no point in pretending you aren't from his 
point of view. It would be counter-productive to be anything less than your best. 


Here's a study on the mating dance of rats that shows very well the concept of "He chases her until 
she catches him.": 


According to Ogas and Gaddam, we can learn some important lessons about female sexual 
behaviour from observing rats in the laboratory. 


They insist that if you put a male and female rat in close proximity to one another, the female will 
start to come on to the male, performing actions associated with sexual interest — running and 
then stopping to encourage the male to chase her. 


But after a bit of kiss-chase, the female rat stands still, adopting a submissive stance until the male 
takes action. They also claim that almost every quality of dominant males — from the way they 
smell to the way they walk and their deep voice — triggers arousal in the female brain, while 
‘weaker’ men, who are not taller, have higher voices or lower incomes, excite us less. 


What they seem to be suggesting is that the cavemen were right all along and that what women 
really want is to be dragged by the hair, all the while feigning reluctance, by macho men waving 


clubs." -- Has Equality Destoyed Your Sex Life? -- by Linda Kelly for MailOnline 
The Human Mating Dance 


It is appropriate to describe our mating behaviour as a "dance," for that is sort of what it is. In 
dancing, the male role leads the female - if they mix up this dynamic the dance simply does not work. 
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It doesn't mean the male role is superior to the female role however, for at the outset it is the woman 
who controls whether she will engage in the dance or whether she'll sit it out completely. Women 
decide within the first few minutes of meeting a man whether he's worthy to dance with or not, and 
the first steps are hers, to try to initiate action on the part of the male. As with many things between 
males and females, you can see how "the hierarchy" of what appears on the surface is different from 
the underlying, mostly hidden and reversed hierarchy that exists underneath: 


| 


Click Pic for "Finding the Small Pool of Interested Women" 
“Women chat happily, send sexually explicit signals and encourage the man’s attention, even if 
they have absolutely no interest in him. This gives a woman time to assess a man, say [Karl 
Grammer of the Ludwig Boltzmann Institute of Urban Ethology in Vienna, who studied 45 male- 
female pairs of strangers in their teens and early twenties]... Importantly, the women also seemed 
to control the encounter — what the women did had a direct effect on what the men did next. ‘You 
can predict male behaviour from female behaviour but not the other way around,’ says Grammer” 
— New Scientist Magazine (London), February 14, 2001 


So, the first thing she does is signal openess to the men in the room to attract their attention. Then she 
begins to weed out the lesser men from the better prospects. As the dance continues, she focuses 
more and more on those she would like to have approach her. Although she gives out covert signals, 
a normal man won't approach unless he's invited to do so. These are what Pick-up Artists (P.U.A.'s) 
call Indications of Interest (I.0.I.'s). 


gifmethegif.com 


What's the best way to make yourself stand out to a woman in this manner? To pass this first test? It's 


with eye contact. People don't make eye contact with strangers - especially women, who know this is 
an invitation to sexual interest. It’s also not an ambiguous thing. She isn’t just looking back....she’s 
LOCKING gazes with you. Often, she is running her eyes up and down your body before returning 
her gaze to you and doing all sorts of other body language signals. If you talk to her, 

her response isn’t all business but she’ll probably try to engage you in further small talk or even flirt 
with you. 
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Without the gaze, she probably just walks up and goes, hmm, he’s cute, and then goes on her merry 
way. 


But, with the gaze, especially if you nod, smile or even wink, that changes things. It elicits behavior 
from her. An uninterested woman will actually be quite terse with you (99% of them), break eye 
contact with you, snap at you (wench), and rapidly leave. Truthfully, though, you won’t know it until 
you see it. But once you see it, you’ll always be able to see it. 


"Cary (1976) discovered that the woman, through eye contact, controlled the course of interaction 
with a male stranger, both in the laboratory and in singles' bars. Perper (1985) gave a detailed 
description of courtship, stressing an escalation-response process in which women play a key role 
in escalation or deescalation. The steps in this process are approach, turn, first touch, and steady 
development of body synchronization. 


(= 


Although these reports are clearly valuable, most researchers addressed courtship very generally, 
and some failed to recognize the importance of the female role in the courtship process .What was 
needed was a more complete ethogram of women's nonverbal courtship signals. To compile such a 
catalog of flirting behavior exhibited by women involved in initial heterosexual interaction, more 
than 200 adults were observed (Moore, 1985) in field settings such as singles’ bars, restaurants, 
and parties. 


Research has shown, therefore, that the cultural myth that the man is always the sexual aggressor, 
pressing himself on a reluctant woman, is incorrect." -- Courtship Signaling and Adolescents: 
"Girls Just Wanna Have Fun"? Monica M. Moore, Ph.D.Department of behavioral and Social 
Sciences, Webster University. 


Click for "The Sexes Approaching Each Other (Eye Contact, Escalating) 
After the woman has signaled to the man she wants him to take action, the man must take the lead. 
She is hypergamous, remember, and she's looking for a man to display his superiority to her so she 
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can conform herself around him. Women have the submissive role, but it's hard to submit to a 


marshmallow. If you pass the tests they'll slow down and get less frequent, but she'll still test again 
from time to time to see if her man is still strong or if he needs to be replaced. 


All women test - it's infuriating but it's a fact of life. But how does one pass these irrational tests 
where it seems she's basically demanding you serve her toasted ice? 


Well, for the small tests (or the initial posturing of dominance for the male in the relationship), the 
best way to pass them is to simply not take her seriously and pretend she's a little girl who's hardly 


worthy of your attentions. 


Z 4 
Click Pic for "That First Date at Your Place" 
"Whenever you find yourself wondering what to say or how to act, and wanting to avoid screwing up 


because you think this girl is THE ONE, imagine how you would treat the hottest babe in your zip 
code--who happens to be your little sister. You'd tease your little sister, right? You'd laugh at her and 
call her on it every time she tried to get YOU to behave the same way she gets all the other guys to 
worship her and do her bidding. When she was acting exceptionally princess-like, you'd tell her of 


your surprise that she'd wear such a tight skirt when it 
eiMedcads 


| 
| 


He's the type 
of boy I'd 
make a l 
sandwich for — 


| | 


Click for "The Principles of Seduction" 
made her ass look so fat, or a hairstyle that made her ears stick out. Then you'd tell her you liked the 


way her nose wrinkled up when she got mad, and would she bring you a soda from the kitchen? If you 
don't think this works, you've never tried it." -- Women, Teasing, Tests, One-itis and Hope 


For the more serious types of tests however, (ie. wanting to move in with you after dating for only 
two months, then pulling a week long hissy fit when you say no) you've got to give some sort of 
response which is firmer. They want to know the steel content of your balls. To pass the test, your 
response needs to be some version of, "I’m going to do whatever I choose to do, whether you like it 
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or not, and for no better reason than I want to.....and if you don’t like it, you can just leave because, 
quite frankly, there are other women waiting for me to get rid of you so they can have a turn." 


But... there are relatively normal, reasonable tests... and psychotic, raving lunatic tests. If you ever get 
a psychotic, raving lunatic test, don’t address it - just dump her with no further explanation. Simply 
walk away from her and never speak to her again. If you pass normal tests, all testing should cease 
for awhile. If instead she escalates the testing, the more she escalates, the more you should consider 
dumping her. 


Examples of lunatic tests: 


Click Pic for "Most Women Don't Want a Man Who Isn't Choosy" 
She accuses you of cheating 


She steals from you 

You go to the bathroom at a bar, restaurant etc. and you come back to find her flirting with another 
guy, she hits on another guy while you are around or tries to provoke a situation between you and 
another guy 

She makes a scene out in public 


Calls the cops on you for any reason whatsoever 


Well, you get the picture. 
Western Culture's Inability to Pass Feminism's Cultural Fitness Tests 


As I mentioned at the top of this page, these "fitness tests" not only occur on the cellular level and in 
the mating behaviours of the various species which reproduce sexually - including humans - but they 
also appear on the macro-scale. Our civilizations keep rising up under defined gender roles, 
collapsing under androgyny, and then rebuilding themselves again because of the adversity which 
gets created from the collapse. 
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Click for "There's No Such Thing as a Free Lunch" 
It's become quite obvious that Western Civilization is in serious trouble. The "Nanny State" has 
grown to enormous dimensions and the 'limited' government of America's Founding Fathers has 


become the largest employer in the nation. Our birthrates are decidedly negative and our debt is 
mathematically unsustainable. We've killed countless millions of babies with abortion and now are 


left wondering how we're going to be able to afford to support our enormous population of aging 
Baby Boomers with the far smaller (and poorer) younger generations. 


The Eskimos, you know, used to send the elderly off to meet the Great Walrus on an iceflow. 


—“ 


S hanaharn 


“Remember, son, its never too early 
to start saving for retirement.” 


No population can survive if it starves the younger and productive generations to feed the elderly and 
unproductive generations. This too is just simple math. We are in some deep, deep doo-dah because 
of our destruction of the nuclear family. 


“It is incumbent on every generation to pay its own debts as it goes. A principle which if acted on 
would save one-half the wars of the world.” -- Thomas Jefferson 


We are dying because we've ignored the sometimes unpleasant but very neccessary Objective Truth 
of the Masculine Principle: That there's no such thing as a Free Lunch! 


And yet, we keep doing more of the same. 
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Click Pic for "The History of Rome" -- by Titus Livius (S9BC -17AD) 

For example, we know that the more women compete with men in the workplace, the lower our 
birthrates will continue to decline. But out of fear of yet another feminist hissy fit (ie. The Slut Walk 
fiasco), we not only praise the fact women earn 60% of ALL university degrees, but we are allowing 
them to push forth an agenda to affirmative action themselves ahead of men in the one area males 
still dominate: STEM subjects. 


We hear every day on the TV and from our politicians that it's a travesty women make up such small 
percentage of corporate executives and government leaders, all the while ignoring that the nation's 


garbage collectors are nearly all male too, as well as 85% of the homeless. 


Obviously, the entire mantra of feminism is, "Only the kinds of equality that somehow always 
favours me." 


f DONT ALWAYS TELL 
MY GIRLS) WHAT TO 
C *00 
$ 2 \ 


) BUT WHEN! DO ITS 
110, MAKE MEA SANDWIC 


DIYLOL.COM 


Click Pic for "The Wife of Noble Character" 
This quite frankly DOES NOT WORK! And our inability to tell women to shut it and make us some 
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damn sandwiches is, literally, going to kill us. 


...1n those states in which the condition of the women is bad, half the city may be regarded as 
having no laws. And this is what has actually happened at Sparta; the legislator wanted to make 
the whole state hardy and temperate, and he has carried out his intention in the case of the men, 
but he has neglected the women, who live in every sort of intemperance and luxury. 

"the influence of the Lacedaemonian women has been most mischievous. The evil showed itself 
in the Theban invasion, when, unlike the women of other cities, they were utterly useless and 
caused more confusion than the enemy." 

",..But, when Lycurgus, as tradition says, wanted to bring the women under his laws, they 
resisted, and he gave up the attempt." -- The Politics of Aristotle, The Spartan Women 


As a culture, we've been failing the fitness tests our women have been giving us. 


QUOTE: "...I think they may be wrong when they go on to say [marriage 1.0] was good for 
“civilization” too. Perhaps the inability of Western cultures to pass the shit test of feminism comes 
directly from allowing too many Betas to breed in the past and pass their passive and compliant 
genes down through the gene pool." 


I sometimes suspect this is what we are supposed to “do.” Pass the cultural fitness test... there's 
something better on the other side, something we're supposed to find out — maybe it will change us, 
but we are never going to get there until we pass these fitness tests that keep destroying us. 


Many messages have been sent to us, obviously trying to warn us about “something.” These things 
are, I think, “twinkling reminders of humanity’s past.” The story of Pandora’s box... the legend of 
Atlantis... the Garden of Eden... Jason and the Argonauts... Egypt’s Punt... They are all of a similar 
theme, containing similar messages or warnings etc. They are talking to us from the deep, deep past. 
Perhaps if we pass these cultural fitness tests and stop destroying ourselves like pathetic lemmings, 
our civilization will develop enough to finally “figure it out.” 


What “it” is, I don’t know. Maybe it’s a better way of living. Maybe without civilization always 
collapsing and needing to be rebuilt, we'll figure out how to get out of the solar system - maybe we'll 
find other lifeforms because our technology won’t reset 500 years back in time if we prevent the 
continual collapse of civilization. 


I know it sounds kinda New Age, but, imagine how different the world would be today if say, Rome 
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had never degraded its principles, and it had never fallen. How advanced do you think our technology 
might be today if Rome had survived and they kept pushing forward, advancing and learning, all the 
way up to the present day? I suspect I might be taking my hover-craft to the corner store instead of 
my crappy old car. Who knows? Maybe we “figure something out.” But it does seem like we keep 
getting sent “warnings” from the past where our ancestors are saying to us “watch out” and “fix this 
problem.” 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 
Pl tell you one thing what I see: Our “moral codes” try to tell us not to behave like animals. That 


means not succumbing to our base passions, such as monkey sex without responsibities. Do not kill, 
do not steal, do not commit adultery, do not covet etc. etc. — all things that animals do, but which 
humans are told not to do. The “Point” is to rise up from being beasts of the field — of not living like 
animals and basing our decisions in passion, but rather using our ability to "rise up" and use our 
reason instead. 


If the point is to be anti-animal and pro-reason, then I wonder what would happen when we finally 
figure out how to stop destroying ourselves by succumbing to our base animal natures, of which our 
sex drives are most likely the strongest, and the way women stop men from “thinking” and rather 
living by pure passion. Maybe if we overcome this lemming tendency that has plagued us for 
thousands of years, there is something else on the other side. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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The Amazon Women (The Science of "Why Males Exist") 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"There has never been a case of men and 
women reigning together, but wherever on the earth men are found, there we see that men rule, and women 
are ruled, and that on this plan, both sexes live in harmony. But on the other hand, the Amazons, who are 
reported to have held rule of old, did not suffer men to stop in their country, but reared only their female 
children, killing the males to whom they gave birth." -- Spinoza 


The legend/myth of the Amazons is one that I always find particularly interesting. They are mentioned by both the 
Greeks and the Romans and are thought to have lived either in present day Turkey, the Ukraine or Libya. Perhaps they 
even lived in Minoan Crete. In some stories, they killed all the males and went to neighbouring tribes once a year to 
have sex & get pregnant with the next generation. The resulting male children would either be killed, sent back to 
their fathers, or left to fend for themselves in the wild. In other stories, after being victorious in war, they would not 
kill all of the men but rather, take some of them back as slaves with whom they would have sex once or twice a year. 
One thing is certain, they did not much care for males! 


I think this legend reveals something which exists deeply within nature itself, namely, that if females do not find 
males useful, they are actively hostile to those males and eject them from participating in their society, which is 
mostly made of females. 


oe What got me thinking about this subject lately is I was recently doing some 
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research on "Why Males Exist." In fact, I was looking up a book of the same name, titled Why Males Exist: An 
Inquiry into the Evolution of Sex - by Fred Hapgood. In doing so, I came across an article called "Mysteries of the 
Male", by Dr. John Launer, of QMJ: An international journal of medicine. This article really hit me hit me between 
the eyes when it started talking about "genetic-rape." I mean, the definition of rape has certainly been expanded over 
the years to the point that it means nothing like its original meaning, but "genetic-rape"? 


"we will see [the purpose of males] as an evolutionary compromise poised half way between invasion and 
alliance, parasitism and symbiosis, or genetic rape and informed consent. There is already much evidence to 
show how females resist the process physiologically (for example by stripping male gametes of all extra-nuclear 
DNA) and how males try to control reproduction against their females’ will (for example, by killing off 
competitor sperm or genetic material in the female genital tract, or alternatively killing the competitors and 
their offspring directly)." -- Dr. John Launer, Mysteries of the Male, Oxford Journals, Medicine, QMJ: An 
International Journal of Medicine, Volume 98, Issue 12, Pp. 919-920. 


I really had to question why this was referred to in such an inflammatory, political charged manner as "invasion, 
genetic rape and informed consent," and why Launer goes on to portray the female cell resisting the males' attempts to 
reproduce with females against their will. "Wow!" I thought to myself, "this guy is saying that at the very basic, 
fundamental level, all things male are rape-related, with the female cell the victim, resisting the attempt." 


"All men are rapists and that's all they are." -- Marilyn French, Feminist Authoress; (later, advisoress to Al Gore's 
Presidential Campaign.) 


Now, I get it what Dr. Launer is talking about. While I am no biology major, I have read enough about reproduction 
over the years to know that two males' sperm simultaneously inside a female will fight against each other, trying kill 
each other off in order be the one that "gets to the prize," and also, females secret certain acids that attack sperm cells, 
killing off many of the weaker ones. I get it, but it was the rape terminology that threw me for a loop. 


What is also going in in the reproductive process, and isn't mentioned, is the male cells are fighting and competing to 
provide the female cell with their best and strongest manifestation, all the while the female cell is as actively hostile to 
as many as she can be, in a manner that also supports only the best and strongest managing to reproduce with her. In 
other words, genetic hypergamy, with the female trying to ward off all but the very best, with whom she eventually 
will submit and reproduce with. So, in other words, all of this competition and cellular "violence" is done in such a 
manner to ensure the female cell's wishes, not the male's. They all want to be "the one," while she only wants "the best 
one," and she is actively hostile to all the others below that. Hypergamy at a cellular level. 


Near the beginning of his article, Dr. Launer gave examples of animal species that had virtually useless males: 


"the males of many species are useless at doing anything except sitting around, getting fat at 
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the females’ expense, and—in the words of Richard Dawkins—duffing up other males.’ Among 
some animals, such as elephant seals, the vast majority die as wasteful, disappointed virgins. 


Given the cost of males, it is perhaps not surprising that there are at least 40 species where the 
female kills the male during or after sex. In the case of the praying mantis, she literally bites his 
head off as part of foreplay, and he carries on in a delighted reflex of posthumous orgasm. 
Females of other species are equally imaginative: male scale insects have been demoted to 
microscopic excrescences on their females’ legs, while female angler fish carry their mates on 
their backs as tiny dwarves." -- Dr. John Launer, Mysteries of the Male, Oxford Journals, 


Medicine, QMJ: An International Journal of Medicine, Volume 98, Issue 12, Pp. 919-920. 


Deformed Drone Cone in a Beehive 
And there is no doubt that this is true. We see the same thing in a beehive, where the male drones are 
utterly useless to the hive, save but for when it produces a queen which needs fertilizing. For the rest, 


the drones don't do any work, ruin parts of the hive with their special form of comb, and suck energy 
and food. For this reason, beekeepers will actively try to control the drone population in the hive to 
increase honey production. 


Launer concludes his article with noting that scientific advances in cloning, and the inevitable lifting 
of legal constraints, will enable human women to do away with men altogether, so long as men don't 
destroy the world first, and he seemingly applauds the end of his own sex. 


"Assuming that the minor technical problems of gene damage during cloning can soon be 
overcome, and that legal constraints will in time be removed—assumptions that seem 
reasonable by any standard—it is possible that the women of our species will soon have the 
overall choice of doing with very few men, or with none at all. If, in the mean time, they can 
prevent males from destroying any environment in which to survive, they might be forgiven if 
they choose to follow the path that has already been pioneered by the bdelloid rotifers. 
Attempts to understand maleness or to redress its difficulties will then become entirely 


academic.” -- Dr. John Launer, Mysteries of the Male, Oxford Journals, Medicine, QMJ: An 
International Journal of Medicine, Volume 98, Issue 12, Pp. 919-920. 


And we're back to the legend of the Amazons where the females killed off the males, aren't we? 
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Everything is a full cycle. 


L 


It appears Dr. Launer has the pleasure of holding the company of radical feminists in his camp too! 


“I haven’t the faintest notion what possible revolutionary role white hetero- sexual men could 
fulfill, since they are the very embodiment of reactionary- vested-interest-power. But then, I 
have great difficulty examining what men in general could possibly do about all this. In 
addition to doing the shitwork that women have been doing for generations, possibly not exist? 
No, I really don’t mean that. Yes, I really do.” -- Robin Morgan 


"The proportion of men must be reduced to and maintained at approximately 10% of the 
human race." -- Sally Miller Gearhart, The Future - If There Is One - Is Female 


"If life is to survive on this planet, there must be a decontamination of the Earth. I think this 


will be accompanied by an evolutionary process that will result in a drastic reduction of the 
population of males." -- Mary Daly, former Professor at Boston College, 2001 


As I stated at the beginning of this article, 
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I had been searching for the book Why Males Exist: An Inquiry into the Evolution of Sex - by Fred Hapgood. 
Although the book is somewhat dated (1979), its general thrust is that females either create or stop 
creating males entirely for the purpose of serving the needs of the species, which is by default female. 
You see, there are certain species in which there are females but no males, such as the New Mexico 
Whiptail Lizard. However, the problem with such species is that the lack of males gives them little 
ability to adapt, and so they only live in ecological niches where they don't have to compete with 
other species. As soon as they are forced to compete with a male-female species, the all female 


species quickly gets run-over because they have an inferior ability to adapt. Several species, 
therefore, have the ability to either create or stop creating males, according to their environmental 
circumstances. Dr. Launer himself confirms that such species exist in his article: 


",..alternative methods of reproduction include budding, hermaphroditism and isogamy (i.e. 
two individuals, not distinguished as males and females, combining their genes). There are 
asexual variants among all sorts of creatures, including jellyfish, dandelions, lichens and 


lizards." -- Dr. John Launer, Mysteries of the Male, Oxford Journals, Medicine, QMJ: An 
International Journal of Medicine, Volume 98, Issue 12, Pp. 919-920. 


As well, he asserts that some species will alter their reproductive strategies if circumstances demand 
it: 


"Many species alternate between sexual and asexual reproduction, either on a regular basis or 
occasionally, as the circumstances require." -- Dr. John Launer, Mysteries of the Male, Oxford 
Journals, Medicine, QMJ: An International Journal of Medicine, Volume 98, Issue 12, Pp. 919-920. 


Mr. Cadell Last, founder of the website The Advanced Apes, has recently written an article titled The 
Aftermath of Sex (Or Why Males Exist). Mr. Last also confirms that there are indeed such species that 
can reproduce sexually without having two sexes: 


TYPES OF GAMETES 


I) ISOGAMY 


It is a condition in which the O) 
sexual cells (gametes) are of \ p 


the same form and size. Many 
algae and some fungi have CO 
isogamous gametes. Ex: Ulotrix CK 


"You do not need two sexes to sexually 
reproduce. For example, some fungi are perfectly happy as isogamous organisms. Isogamous 
means that they can share their sex cells with any other member of the same species." -- Cadell 


Last, The Aftermath of Sex (Or Why Males Exist), The Advanced Apes 
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In another article of Mr. Last's, titled Why Have Sex?, he further confirms the notion that when under 


environmental stress, organisms will change their reproductive strategies to better adapt: 


" Asexual reproduction is easy, but it is also problematic because adaptations are slow to take 
hold in a changing environment. Asexual organisms are basically clonal populations. Their only 
variation comes from random mutation. In contrast, sexual reproducing organisms can utilize 
recombination (50% of each sexes genome) to create novel genomes. This novelty is the 
variation natural selection needs to produce new successful adaptations to changing 
environments. In fact, many asexual species start reproducing sexually when under extreme 
environmental stress for this reason." -- Cadell Last, Why Have Sex?, The Advanced Apes 


However, he contradicts my above hypothesis of such species being by default, "female." 


"There are no “males” and “females”. That seems like a more effective system than the 
male/female system where half of the population is genetically off limits." -- Cadell Last, The 
Aftermath of Sex (Or Why Males Exist), The Advanced Apes 


Instead, male and female are defined by the size and number of gametes: 


"The very definition of male and female, at its fundamental level, is defined by the differences 
between gametes. Females have large and relatively few gametes (e.g., eggs). In contrast, males 
have small and practically infinite gametes (e.g., sperm)." -- Cadell Last, The Aftermath of Sex 


(Or Why Males Exist), The Advanced Apes 


RAPE!!! 
To me, this seems to be merely a matter of semantics. (The large and few gametes eventually produce 
self-sustaining organisms, while the small and plentiful gametes merely exchange genetic 
information). Pretty much everywhere we confirm that the sex which gives birth is the female one. 
By this definition, if there is only one sex, then it must be that a species in which every organism can 
give birth must be an all female species. Males do not give birth. Anywhere. Period. Females do. 
Everywhere. I suspect a change in definition such as this has to do with the political correctness 
which pervades all of our educational institutions, but I will delve into that aspect of science in 
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another article rather than stray off topic in this one. One thing which is clear is that when under 
environmental stress, several species will switch from asexual to sexual reproduction, and the 
purpose of this is to "serve the species." 


The Feminist Dictionary also more or less agrees with the above scientific notions. 
"***MALE: ... represents a variant of or deviation from the category of female. The first males 


were mutants... the male sex represents a degeneration and deformity of the female.'" -- From: 
'A Feminist Dictionary’, ed. Kramarae and Treichler, Pandora Press, 1985 


"*** MAN: ... an obsolete life form... an ordinary creature who needs to be watched ... a 
contradictory baby-man ..." -- From: '4 Feminist Dictionary’, ed. Kramarae and Treichler, Pandora 
Press, 1985 


eturning to the example of the useless 
male elephant seals Dr. Launer gave us in his article, where most of them died as virgins, it is 
necessary to note that Launer makes some great leaps from cellular biology, described as "genetic 
rape," to the useless elephant seals, and then to the human males which he seemingly wishes will be 
done away with as soon as technology will allow. In this train of logic, he has left out some important 
yet politically incorrect factors, such as the dreaded, evil patriarchy. The male elephant seals are 
obviously not rapists if the vast majority of them die as virgins. If they were rapists at the 
fundamental level, they would simply take a female and rape her to ensure their genetic success. 
Instead, they are fought off by the females themselves and are further stymied in their reproductive 
goals by the "alpha male" elephant seals, who further don't allow them to breed with the females. In 
this process, we see the entire situation is designed to only allow the best males to breed with the 
females, much the same as at the cellular level where most of the male cells are killed off by other 
male cells or are actively resisted by the female cell, only allowing the best and strongest to exchange 
genetic material with the female. This entire process serves the reproductive goals of the female 
rather than the male. This confirms the notion Robert Briffault put forth back in 1927 with his book, 
The Mothers: 


“The female, not the male, determines all the conditions of the animal family. Where the female 
can derive no benefit from association with the male, no such association takes place.” -- Robert 
Briffault, The Mothers, I, 191 
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The reason those male elephant seals are useless is because they have failed to provide a benefit to 
the females, therefore the females do not associate with them. There is much more benefit for the 
female to associate with and pass on the genes of the strongest and best males, while rejecting and 
ignoring all the rest, making them "useless." 


In the comments section of Cadell Last's article, The Aftermath of Sex (Or Why Males Exist), Mr. 
Last disappoints me by condemning "the patriarchy" along the lines of the politically correct feminist 


narrative, rather than putting the pieces of the puzzle together: 
Quote: "It's interesting that many human cultures place such high value on the male." 


"Yes, I think this is a product of patriarchy. In a sense that is ironic because patriarchy evolves 
to gain complete control of female reproduction (monopolizing a scarce resource)." 


; HFirst off, female reproduction is not 
"scarce." It is everywhere! Even rats are doing it in the garbage bins behind your local 7-11. If female 
reproduction was not everywhere, life on earth would quickly die out. What is scarce is the male who 
reproduces. As with the useless male elephant seals, most males do not reproduce while most females 
do. The female has a virtual 100% monopoly on reproduction in most of nature, not the male. 
"Patriarchy" is an attempt to equalize the reproductive process between males and females. It is an 
attempt to take those useless males and make them productive by attaching them to the reproductive 
process, of which they are normally rejected from. In fact, in all of nature, the only species which 
tries to equalize the reproduction of the male and female is the human species. 


This is not something necessarily derived as a social construct from such things as religion either, for 
there are indications that "pair bonding" is something which evolved naturally amongst the higher 
primates, rather than being forced upon them: 


"The finding corroborates an influential new view of early human origins advanced by Bernard 
Chapais, a primatologist at the University of Montreal, in his book “Primeval Kinship” (2008). 
Dr. Chapais showed how a simple development, the emergence of a pair bond between male 
and female, would have allowed people to recognize their relatives, something chimps can do 
only to a limited extent. When family members dispersed to other bands, they would be 
recognized and neighboring bands would cooperate instead of fighting to the death as chimp 
groups do." -- Nicholas Wade, New View of How Humans Moved Away from Apes, The New York 
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Times, March 10, 2011 


In humans, the biggest "tool" which Nature has bestowed upon us is our superior brains. The problem 
is that this tool takes a long time to develop, and, unlike most other species, human offspring are born 
virtually helpless, being unable to walk, talk or even feed themselves. The emergence of pair-bonding 
between human males and females brought those "useless males" more directly into the reproductive 
process than even the previous "alpha males" who were the sole breeders of the entire herd were. This 
pair bonding brought the males into directly provisioning benefits for both the female and the 
offspring she (and he) produced. Pair bonding between the male and female stopped the tendency of 
males to "duff each other up" and rather, enticed them to co-operate with each other by bringing them 
directly into the reproductive process. You can see that this process endorses the views of Robert 
Briffault, quoted above, who declares that males must bring a benefit to the female in order for her to 
associate and reproduce with him. This is similar to how birds court each other, with the male 
enticing the female by bringing provisions for nest building, or by being the flamboyantly coloured of 
the sexes, so as to attract the attention of predators away from mother and offspring. Daniel Amneus, 
Ph D, calls this "putting sex to work" in his online book, The Case for Father Custody. 


What is perhaps a social construct derived from Patriarchy is the suppression of the desire to change 
mates on a rotating polyandry cycle: 


",..£humans possess several neurophysiological systems of attachment linked with pairbonding 
and monogamy across species (Fisher, 1998; Hazan & Zeifman, 1999; Young, 2003). Fisher 
(1992) suggests that human patterns of weaning, birth spacing, divorce, and remarriage all point 
to a system of serial monogamy. It takes about 4 years to wean a child in hunter-gatherer cultures, 
and birth spacing in a foraging environment averages about 4 years (Blurton Jones 1986). Many 
divorces occur between the fourth and sixth year of marriage (Fisher, 1989, 1992), and men who 
practice serial monogamy are more reproductively successful than men who stay married to the 
same woman for a lifetime. Women who mate serially do not have reproductive advantage over 
other women (Buckle, Gallup, & Rodd, 1996)."" -- Excerpt from The Handbook Of Evolutionary 
Psychology (2005) (p. 261) edited by David Buss. (Italic emphasis added) 
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than serial monogamy is one that resulted in the phenomenon of adolescence or, extended childhood, 


The social construct of lifelong monogamy rather 


which is further used to develop both the mental capacity of humans as well as their socialization, 
rather than setting them out to fend for themselves once sexual maturity has been developed, as 
occurs in most of nature. In other words, "patriarchy" (or fatherhood) is an essential component to 
what separates us from the rest of the beasts of the field. In fact, it is fair to say that patriarchy is what 
has led to the development of civilization itself - by taking those "useless" males' energy, and putting 
it to productive purposes in order to protect and provide, so that females will wish to associate with 
males and allow them into the reproductive process. 


Further, you can see that since men are more reproductively successful within the serial monogamy 
paradigm than they are in lifetime monogamy, while females do not derive a reproductive advantage 
in serial monogamy, it is the female, not the male, that gains the most benefit from the monogamy 
which is enforced by Patriarchy. Since, as per Robert Briffault above, the female does not associate 
with males unless there is a benefit to herself, females were complicit in forming the dreaded 
Patriarchy and enforcing its moral codes in society. This also confirms another article which I have 
written called, Tiresias' Story - The Ten Pleasures of Sex, wherein the myth of Tiresias reveals 


"womankind's greatest secret," namely that rather than being put upon by having sex, females derive 
many more benefits from sex than males do. 


Now, you may be wondering what all this has to do with the Amazons which this article originally 
referred to. It has to do with a full cycle being achieved, where once the purpose of males (to benefit 
the female) is fulfilled and women no longer derive benefits from males, they will do away with 
males altogether just like the Amazon women did, or as do organisms that can switch between 
asexual and sexual reproduction in order to overcome environmental circumstances. 
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Click Pic for a Review of Sex and Culture 

This cycle can be confirmed by the work of Oxford anthropologist J.D. Unwin, who some eight 
decades ago wrote Sex and Culture, and documented over 80 cultures which confirmed that the rise 
of civilization corresponds with sexual restraint and "putting sex to work" and declines under the 
androgyny and the sexual freedom civilization's prosperity itself delivers. In the beginning, the 
duality of sexuality (male and female gender roles) is used to overcome environmental adversity and 
as the adversity disappears, so does sexual restraint and the need for gender roles... which causes the 
fall of the civilization and thus again creates the adversity which demands gender roles be enforced. 


When females can derive benefits elsewhere rather than directly from the male, such as from forms of 
welfare and protection provided by the government, they start doing away with males and revert back 
to a lower form of reproduction - more like the useless elephant seals, where most die as virgins who 
spend their lives "duffing up other males." 


Correspondingly, this mimics the social setting of the inner city ghetto, where most children are born 
to single mothers out of wedlock and are supported by welfare rather than productive work, while the 
males sit on the street corners engaging in all sorts of violent and destructive criminal behaviour in 
the hopes of appearing "alpha" enough to be permitted some breeding opportunities with the welfare 
moms. Certainly this is a sign of social decay, rather than the triumph of ridding society of marriage 
as so many feminists have desired over the past decades. It is all part of a cycle: Under the prosperity 
of including males in reproduction, civilization builds itself up until it becomes prosperous enough to 
no longer need males, but no longer including males in reproduction causes society to decay until it 
destroys itself, creating the adverse conditions which require males to be included again. 
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I am sure that you have all heard about the superiority of the female's "multi-tasking brain." There are 
some advantages to such a brain, for sure - especially in regard to performing certain tasks while also 
caring for children. Most women were either pregnant or caring for their offspring throughout most 
of their adult lives until fairly recently in human history, so it makes sense that their brains would 
have evolved in this manner. The male brain, however, is more linear and focused (while excluding 
other distractions), allowing the male to provide a benefit which females cannot do themselves. A 
woman's brain operates more under the principle of "a jack of all trades but master of none," whereas 
the male brain specializes intensely and solves complex problems or invents things which circumvent 
problems. This is why virtually all things around you with more than two moving parts were invented 
by a man, not a woman. It was not the dreaded, evil patriarchy which held women back, but rather, 
that women's mental nature itself is not as suited for breaking ground as the male's is. 


N/L N 
SLOAN ILE 


You can see this in an industry which has been female-dominated for millenia: 
Midwifery. Throughout the entire history of midwifery, while under female domain, there were scant 
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few improvements and many midwives were still practicing mysticism and animalism in their craft. 
When males entered into the sphere, forceps were soon invented to aid in the birthing process, which 
saved countless lives. The same is true in such spheres as philosophy, music and art. It was not 
patriarchal oppression which prevented women from partaking in these areas of study. Most upper- 
class women were educated in such areas as music and art, yet the greatest composers and artists 
were consistently male. In the area of philosophy, so few tools are needed (a brain, observational 
abilities and an optional pen and paper) that there is no excuse like "oppression" to justify women's 
absence from it. People have been Jews in Nazi concentration camps and philosophized. Hitler 
himself wrote Mein Kampf while in prison, as well, Antonio Gramsci's Prison Notebooks were 
obviously written while he was incarcerated. There are reasons other than "patriarchal oppression" for 
women's glaring absence in these realms. 


I'M GLAD | DON'T HAVE 
TO HUNT FOR MY 
FOOD, | DON'T EVEN 
KNOW WHERE 
SANDWICHES LIVE. 


This has been the story of human sexual relations and 
"feminine-ism" since the beginning and we were living in caves. When the cave-woman heard a 
rustling outside, she stood behind her caveman and used him as a shield to make sure it wasn't a 
dangerous sabre-tooth tiger. Once the caveman had secured the territory outside of the cave, the cave- 
woman took over that safe space, tending the hearth and foraging for nearby berries, while shooing 
the caveman away to further go out into the wild and figure out how to hunt the wooly mammoth, 
then bring her back some juicy mammoth tenderloins for dinner. When the man has safely conquered 
food production, she again takes over that realm and pushes the man even further into the hinterland, 
demanding that he provide some other benefit to her which she does not already possess, and so forth 
and so on. We see this everywhere. In the development of the West, it was mostly the males who 
pioneered forth into the wilderness alone. There was nothing stopping women from discovering what 
was on the other sides of those hills, all they had to do was 'go,' yet it was almost solely the males 
who found out the answer. Once the West had been tamed, the women flocked in afterwards. The 
same happens in the workplace, which not too long ago was very difficult, dangerous and downright 
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hostile to humans. Once males conquered it enough to make it "safe," the females poured in and 
claimed they were "oppressed" for not being allowed to participate in the past, and the males made 
room for them and accommodated their wishes. 


his is the irony that escapes Dr. Launer, 
as he declares that males are so useless that scientific advances in genetics and cloning will soon 
allow females to rightly do away with males altogether. The problem is, these scientific advances 
which will allow this are the result of males, not females! Should human females do away with 
males, as Launer seems to encourage, the very technology used to do so will stagnate and decay, 
which will again create the adverse conditions which demand the need for females to create males 
again. Dr. Launer's logic almost seems to follow along the lines of technology advancing to such a 
degree that it can create a global EMP (Electromagnetic Pulse) which wipes out all of the technology 
on earth, including the technology which created the EMP, then declaring it a trrumph of technology! 


Some advance! 
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Contrary to popular belief, feminism did very little to "liberate" women. 
Rather, the technology created by men is mostly responsible for women's improved conditions. The 
chores of the household were greatly reduced because of man-made technology, such as the 
dishwasher, refrigerator, electric stove, and washer/dryer units neatly stored in closets. Before these 
inventions, women would have spent a full day's labour merely chopping wood, starting fires, boiling 
water, packing ice, churning butter and scrubbing clothes on the washboard. Since all of women's 
traditional work could now be done with the flick of a switch, it freed 


up women's time so they could enter into other fields of work during the day. 
Women are not constantly pregnant from their teenage years to the end of their fertile years because 
of technological advances men created to benefit women, such as the birth-control pill and safe 
abortion techniques which freed women to look for other directions in life rather than simple 
motherhood. Feminism did comparatively miniscule things to liberate women. The only thing they 
really "freed" were their bossoms from their burning bras. 


There is quite some danger in blindly following science which has absorbed falsehoods from political 
movements masquerading as legitimate study, such as Women's Studies. The best thing that could be 
done for humanity to ensure our technology and science continues to advance is to make sure that 
males survive. Creating the technology for humans to revert back to forms found in lower, less 
complex organisms, is hardly an achievement worth pursuing. The Amazon women obviously didn't 
survive and dominate the earth either. If they had a superior system, they would still be here. 


"If women don't find you handsome, they should at least find you handy." -- Red Green 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Further Reading: 


Dr. John Launer's article, "Mysteries of the Male," referenced the book, The Red Queen, by Matt 
Ridley. FemaleMisogynist has also written a short blurp on The Red Queen. 


High Reproductive Variance Among Males - Throughout most of human history, almost all women 
reproduced but only one male in three reproduced. During the neolithic, from agriculture to the start 
of the bronze age (very rough dates) one male in seventeen reproduced — sixteen males died without 
children, one male had seventeen wives, concubines, and slave girls. After this roughly four thousand 
year period of very extreme inequality, it returned to its long term norm, one male in three — all races, 
all cultures, all societies, and it is been at roughly its long term norm for the past four thousand years 
or So. 
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Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House? 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


***Koreword*** This piece is directly related to the previous two articles titled "You're Such a 
Tool!" and "Rites of Passage - Making Boys into Men". To fully understand the significance of the 
following concepts, those articles must be taken into account. (While this article can stand alone, it is 
also the "climax" of a three part series - which is part of a chapter of a book. There's much more 
context to this article than what appears here by itself). 


KKK 


At first it may seem like an assault against your good senses to think of adult women as mere children 
or teenagers. How could they be? They go through life and mature just like men do, don’t they? Once 
they are thirty or forty, don’t they behave as adults just as thirty or forty year old men do? Actually, 
there is much evidence to the contrary. Perhaps men are so keen to believe that women mature the 
same as them (throughout their entire lives) because in the early stages of our lives, females do 
actually mature faster than males. 


”The nobler and more perfect a thing is, the later and slower is it in reaching maturity. Man 
reaches the maturity of his reasoning and mental faculties scarcely before he is eight and 
twenty; woman when she is eighteen; but hers is a reason of very narrow limitations. This is 
why women remain children all their lives, for they always see only what is near at hand, cling 
to the present, take the appearance of a thing for reality, and prefer trifling things to the most 


important.” -- Arthur Schopenhauer, On Women (1851) 
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Click Pic for "You're Such a Tool!" 
The reason why females mature faster than men is not some particular triumph for them, despite how 
women seem to enjoy throwing this little tidbit of information around. As I described in my piece 
"You're Such a Tool", what it really has to do with is women being the biological bearers and 
caretakers of children. They mature faster than males because once they become fertile after puberty, 
they must also have the mental capacity to care for the children they might bear. Nowhere in nature is 
there a female organism that is capable of giving birth to offspring which is not also developed 
enough yet to care for the offspring. This not only manifests itself in hips capable of giving birth and 
breasts able to produce milk, but also in a mental maturation that enables them to provide basic 
childcare. You will notice as well, even in our present society, it is when girls reach around the age of 
twelve that they begin taking up babysitting and it is around puberty when adults begin entrusting 
young girls to care for infants alone. This merely coincides with female biology, as it is also at that 
age when girls become physically capable of bearing children, and their mental maturity matches 
their biological maturity. 


The difference between men and women in maturity, however, is that while females mature earlier in 
life, they also stop maturing at around the age of eighteen, as Schopenhauer aptly observes. And 
while men don’t catch up to women’s maturity until they reach around age twenty-eight, after that the 
men keep maturing - often throughout their entire lives. William James describes the same process of 
maturation in Principles of Psychology, where he states: 


"We observe an identical difference between men as a whole and women as a whole. A young 
woman of twenty reacts with intuitive promptitude and security in all the usual circumstances 
in which she may be placed. Her likes and dislikes are formed; her opinions, to a great extent, 
the same that they will be through life. Her character is, in fact, finished in its essentials. How 
inferior to her is a boy of twenty in all these respects! His character is still gelatinous, uncertain 
what shape to assume, "trying it on" in every direction. Feeling his power, yet ignorant of the 
manner in which he shall express it, he is, when compared with his sister, a being of no definite 
contour. But this absence of prompt tendency in his brain to set into particular modes is the 
very condition which insures that it shall ultimately become so much more efficient than the 
woman's. The very lack of preappointed trains of thought is the ground on which general 
principles and heads of classification grow up; and the masculine brain deals with new and 
complex matter indirectly by means of these, in a manner which the feminine method of direct 
intuition, admirably and rapidly as it performs within its limits, can vainly hope to cope with." 


-- William James, Principles of Psychology 
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Balvenie 50 Year Old Single Malt Scotch 
It becomes like comparing three-month fermented wine served in a box of Chateau Cardboard to 
single malt scotch aged for decades in an oak cask. As such, women do mature faster than males but 
stop maturing at around the mentality of an eighteen year old (or also, I suppose, to the maturity of a 
28 year old man), leaving the woman as literally, the most responsible teenager in the house. 


It is interesting to note as well how many men claim that it is at around age 27 or 28 that they begin 
to “figure things out” in regard to women, or at least much more so than they did earlier in life. 


”Women are directly adapted to act as the nurses and educators of our early childhood, for the 
simple reason that they themselves are childish, and foolish, and shortsighted — in a word, are 
big children all their lives, something intermediate between the child and the man, who is a 
man in the strictest sense of the word. Consider how a young girl will toy day after day with a 
child, dance with it and sing to it; and then consider what a man, with the very best of 
intentions, could do in her place.” -- Arthur Schopenhauer, On Women (1851) 


The reason why women stop maturing at around the age of eighteen also has to do with their 
biological destiny as child-bearers and caretakers of children. As Schopenhauer notes, women can toy 
and coo with a child all day long and seemingly enjoy themselves, while what could a man do in their 
place? Women, as they are wont to brag to us, are also more “emotionally tuned-in” than men are. 
Women’s emotional proclivities are directly related to her childrearing duties which biology has 
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assigned to her. Babies, for example, communicate solely through emotion and even as children grow 
into toddlers and then children that communicate with words and language, a lot of their 
communication is still through emotion, and so women are at an intermediate stage of development 
between that of a child and an adult man, or in other words, they are teenagers. 


Furthermore, in regard to women’s emotional state, it ought to be noted that one cannot be emotional 
and rational at the same time, so it is not that females are both more emotionally in-tune while 
remaining rationally above it all. Just the opposite is true. The more you “emote,” the less you 
“think.” Take someone suffering from road-rage, for example. The emotions of anger so cloud the 
driver’s brain that he can even unthinkingly commit acts of violence, only to deeply regret it later 
when his emotions have subsided. As women are generally in a much more emotional state of mind 
than men, so do they not use reason and rationality to guide themselves as much as men do. 


***NOTE: In regard to these concepts, there's an addition to this article at the bottom of this 
page.*** 


What’s Mine is Mine and What’s Yours is Ours 


hat husband doesn’t come to 
understand this is the true nature of marriage after a time? But ultimately, is this not merely the same 
attitude that teenagers take within the family? 


Think about how a teenager refers to the family sedan, which the parents paid for, as our car. But the 
i-pod which he purchased with money he earned part-time at McDonald's is his i-pod. Is not the 
teenager’s/child’s default that his parent’s possessions are “ours” while those possessions he 
purchased with money he earned himself are “his,” and his alone? This directly mimics even my own 
parent’s marriage, where my father worked his entire lifetime to pay the bills for the family and put a 
roof over our heads, but when the kids were off to school and my mom took up working, the money 
she earned doing so was “her money.” It did not go into the family pot as my father’s income did, but 
became her own “special money” in almost the same way that a child’s allowance or earnings are 
“his money.” 
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(Right Now I Feel Like)... 
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Perhaps you have heard the old saying, “It’s a woman’s prerogative to change her mind...” This is 
something we usually write off as a cute quirk of female behaviour (even though it often causes 
untold damage to others), but think for a moment how this resembles the behaviour of children & 
teenagers. Ask a child what they want to be when they grow up and they will tell you “a fireman,” 
then ask them a week later and they will say “an astronaut.” Young people will do this right through 
high-school and on into university where they almost assuredly will change their major at least once, 
not to mention that after getting their degree, the odds are there will be more changes in their plans 
once again. 


If I were a parent who had a teenager that told me they wanted to be a doctor in the future, I would do 
well to insert the phrase “Right now I feel like (I want to be a doctor),” in front of every choice the 
teenager has claimed they made. Certainly, I wouldn’t 100% take them at their word and start 
depleting my resources in an attempt to help them become a doctor, because in a month or two, the 
teen will tell me they no longer want to be a doctor but have decided on the career path of Famous 
Rock Star instead. 


One of the sad facts of entering adulthood is that you are forced to make choices which you must 
stick to in order to be successful in your ventures. The person who decides early to stick to a career as 
an auto-mechanic will likely be much more successful in life than his peer who spends age 18 to 24 
pursuing a career as psychologist, then quits and spends another 6 years attempting a career as an 
electrician, only to quit again to gain qualification as an accountant. Part of “adulthood” is about 
making choices that you stick to for the long term, so that those ventures have enough time to bear 
fruit. Those who change their minds too often rarely harvest the fruits of their labour. In other words, 
making a choice to go in one direction often closes the door to other choices. We allow children the 
latitude to change their minds as they grow-up, but after a time we start to insist they make a choice 
and stick to it. 
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Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Marketplace" 

Women as well change their minds like teenagers do. Sure, she might decide that (right now she feels 
like) she wants to be a doctor, but as evidence has shown in the medical profession, most women who 
train to be doctors spend less than a decade working full-time in said profession before quitting and 
deciding that (right now she feels like) she wants to be a mother. Afterwards, most of these women 
decide that (right now she feels like) she only wants to work as a part-time doctor. Of course, as time 
goes on, she has less and less experience than the male doctor who never “took a break” to explore 
other choices life had to offer and he quickly outpaces her in that field, even without the Patriarchy 


conspiring behind the scenes to hold her back. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 


When a woman tells you she will love you forever, insert the phrase (Right now I feel like) before it, 
so you get the proper translation into Womanese: “(Right now I feel like) I will love you forever. All 
evidence shows that this should include vows made at the altar as well, since the vast majority of 
divorces are initiated by women rather than men. 


Q: “Do you take this man as your lawful wedded husband, to have and to hold until death do you 
part?” 
A: “(Right now I feel like) I do!” 


Sure women stick to their choices better than children do, but they don’t do it as well as men do 
either. In other words, women’s behaviour exists somewhere in between the child and the man... 


kinda like a teenager. 


Women’s Fitness-Tests are Similar to the Boundaries Which Children Seek 
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Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing!" 

Anyone who has raised children knows that children seek boundaries and are happiest when they find 
such boundaries exist and understand there are consequences when they cross them. A child who 
does not have boundaries set by his parents will in the short term get his way, but will ultimately 
come to resent everything around him and become miserable. 


Women are not much different. They will instinctively fitness-test a man with all kinds of irrational 
and basically abusive behaviour, to test the steel content of his balls by his ability to pass such tests 
and not put up with her crap. If the man passes her tests, she calms down and is content to live within 
the boundaries of behaviour which he sets for her. Once she knows there are boundaries and her man 
is willing to enforce them, she knows that her man is a capable provider and protector and she can 
relax and feel confident following his lead. 


The behaviour of children seeking boundaries set for them by their parents and the fitness-testing 
behaviour of women with their lovers is remarkably similar. 


(Related Study Illustrating that Women Crave Boundaries) 
Men Love Women, Women Love Children, and Children Love Puppies 


There is an “order” to how love works and the order works only in one direction. You can see hints to 
this in the Bible, where husbands are commanded to love their wives while wives are commanded to 
“honour” their husbands in return. Children as well are commanded to honour their parents. Love is a 
hierarchal beast that descends downward. The only way it works in reverse is via honour and respect, 
because the reciprocal “love” is never equal. 
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A child will never love its parents in the same fashion that parents will love their child. You will 
readily see parents willing to sacrifice for their children — sometimes with their very lives — but rarely 
will you see the same in reverse. In fact, even in society as a whole, we consider it to be “the right 
thing” when a father or a mother sacrifices their life in order to save the life of their child. The whole 
of raising children to adulthood involves enormous sacrifice on the part of the parents in the form of 
time, frustration, freely giving resources, the denial of the parent’s dreams, and so forth. It is never 
returned to the parents on an equal basis, not even when the child reaches adulthood, for by that time 
the child will likely have children of his own to whom he bestows most of his love upon. Although 
having children is a one-way-street of parents sacrificing for the betterment of their child, they are 
still instinctively compelled to do so even though, rationally speaking, it is not in the best interests of 
the parents. What parents can expect in return is that their children honour them and respect them for 
their sacrifices — but their love will never equal that which their parents have for them. It is just not 
part of the natural order of life. 
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Click Pic for "Rites of Passage: Making Boys into Men" 
In the same way, a woman’s love for a man will never be equal to a man’s love for a woman. The 


natural order and a woman’s hypergamous nature dictate that the man must be on a “higher level” 
than the woman. A man can love a woman just as a woman can love a child, but the reciprocal love is 
returned only in the form of honour and respect. Just as a child instinctively expects its parents to take 
care of them, so does a woman instinctively expect her man to take care of her. It is a one-way street. 
A woman will never be able to equally return a man’s love for her. At best, she can honour and 
respect him for what he does for her. 
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whocares about my FIANCE'S face?! LOOK AT MY RING! lol 


In fact, in the form of romantic love, you will find that women are not so much in love with the man 


as an individual person, but rather they are in love with the relationship. The man is merely a role- 
player and is easily replaced by another taking on the role. If any man expects to be an “equal 
partner” with his wife, he will soon find his woman disrespecting him and seeking out a man who is 
decidedly not her equal to lead her. 


They are the sexus sequior, the second sex in every respect, therefore their weaknesses should 
be spared, but to treat women with extreme reverence is ridiculous, and lowers us in their own 
eyes. When nature divided the human race into two parts, she did not cut it exactly through the 
middle! The difference between the positive and negative poles, according to polarity, is not 
merely qualitative but also quantitative. And it was in this light that the ancients and people of 
the East regarded woman; they recognised her true position better than we, with our old 
French ideas of gallantry and absurd veneration, that highest product of Christian-Teutonic 
stupidity. These ideas have only served to make them arrogant and imperious, to such an extent 
as to remind one at times of the holy apes in Benares, who, in the consciousness of their holiness 
and inviolability, think they can do anything and everything they please. -- Arthur Schopenhauer, 
On Women (1851) 


You cannot expect a woman to be your true confidant, your soul-mate, and your respite to lean upon 
during the stormy times in life. That is your role for her benefit. It does not work in reverse, for as 
soon as you believe it can work that way, she will lose confidence in your ability to lead her and 
begin to resent you. She will go about illustrating her resentment by making your life as miserable as 
she possibly can. This may be one of the hardest lessons for a man to learn in life because it turns the 
whole notion of modern love as an equal give-and-take relationship upon its ear. The implications 
can be rather depressing, as it means that on a certain level a man will always be alone. A parent who 
expects their child to also be their equal friend to lean upon for support, will also find himself sorely 
disappointed with the results. The child instinctively expects the parents to be superior and to cater to 
his needs. Expecting the reverse will only result in a resentful child and a heartbroken parent. The 
same order must be maintained between a man and a woman, lest she become resentful and seek out 
a man who actually will lead her. 
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The Terrible Twos 


; ”If one looks around at today's culture and 
takes note of all thé destructive effects of the female attitude of entitlement, then went on to devise 
social controls which would prevent such destructive effects in the future, I think you would end up 
with social values very much like the ones currently labeled "patriarchal." 


Rather than viewing feminism as "conditioning" women to behave in completely self-centered ways, I 
see it more as a case of feminism regarding the socialization process which countered the natural 
tendency of all organisms toward selfishness - as "oppression." 


Every parent who has had daily involvement in raising a child is familiar with the stage called "the 
terrible twos." This is the stage during which the naturally selfish infant is forced to come to terms 
with the fact that their desires will not always be met and their will won't always prevail. I have no 
doubt that if the child were able to express what it knows in its "special infantile way of knowing", 
that it would consider the imposition of external values on it to be "oppression." 


The vast majority of women I have met have seemed to be stuck emotionally at about age two. Any 
frustration of their desires would result in a tantrum. In many cases these were more subtle than 
throwing herself on the floor and thrashing around, but it was a tantrum nonetheless. So, rather than 
saying that feminism "conditioned" women to behave in an immature, selfish, and totally self- 
centered fashion, I would describe it as feminism destroying the social value system and the process 
of conditioning women out of their infantile and narcissistic world view. ” -- The Wisdom of 


Zenpriest 


Your Bratty Little Sister 
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»,... Women, then, are only children of a larger growth; ... A man of sense only trifles with 
them, plays with them, humors and flatters them, as he does with a sprightly forward child; but 
he neither consults them about, nor trusts them with serious matters; though he often makes 
them believe that he does both; which is the thing in the world they are most proud of; for they 
love mightily to be dabbling in business (which by the way they always spoil); and being justly 
distrustful that men in general look upon them in a trifling light, they almost adore that man 
who talks more seriously to them, and who seems to consult and trust them; I say, who seems; 
for weak men really do, but wise ones only seem to do it. ..." -- Lord Chesterfield, Letter to His Son 


(1748) 


In the sense of seduction, a man is well advised to treat a woman as if she were his bratty little sister: 


fuiter 


” .. The more you patronizingly treat women like bratty kid 
sisters, the more their vaj takes over their critical thinking skills. It all harkens back to the one 
fundamental principle guiding male-female relations: Chicks love submitting to powerful men. And 
what is a bigger demonstration of male sexual power than believing that a woman is so far beneath 
you that she is the equivalent of a child, hardly deserving of a serious answer or an emotional 
investment? 


So what does “everything she does is cute” mean in practice? It means not getting riled up when she 
tests you. It means not explaining yourself when she stamps her wee feet and wags a finger at you. It 
means never acting apologetic when she’s upset with some mysterious infraction you ’ve committed. 
Keep in mind that when a woman gets upset, at least half the time she’s not really upset with 
whatever misdemeanor she’s accusing you of; she’s just upset that your behavior caused a temporary 
reversal of gina tingle induction. 


The “everything she does is cute” game tactic is defined more precisely as an inner game refinement. 
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When you start thinking of women as adorable brats who know not what they do, you start treating 
them in ways consistent with your beliefs. With enough reprogramming in the right direction (i.e. 
kicking the supports out from under her pedestal), soon the words coming out of your mouth will be 
effortless verbal expressions of what you actually feel. And therein lies the secret to being a natural 
-- Chateau Heartiste 


H 


— naturals truly believe the charmingly jerkoff things they say to women.’ 


(Also see "Lesson Thirteen: Charm is Treating Women Like Little Girls" -- The Book of Pook) 


Conclusion 


MORE ADVICE I 
PULLED OUT OF 


Despite what most relationship “experts” try to tell you, the 
key to a successful relationship is not about open, honest communication. 


It is true, there must be a form of “mutual respect,” but the respect cannot be equal in all ways. A 
parent can respect a child and respect the child’s needs, but for a parent to treat the child as an equal 
would be a grave mistake. In a similar way, a man can respect a woman, but if he deems to treat her 
as his equal, she will soon come to resent him and leave to seek a man who actually portrays himself 
as superior — as a leader — to her. She seeks this instinctively. She is like water seeking a strong man 
to act as the container which will shape her "truths." In the realm of seduction, a woman also seeks 
out a man who is able to behave in a superior fashion to her, so even if you are not yet convinced that 
women are as mere children but only of a larger growth, you would be well advised to treat her as 
one if only from the standpoint of keeping her romantically interested in you. 


When a man marries a woman, he doubles his duties while halving his rights. This was true even in 
the days of Marriage 1.0. It is a large responsibility involving much effort to take on a wife, just as it 
is for one to take on raising children. You cannot expect children, or women, to fulfill your needs for 
emotional intimacy nor to be “someone to lean on” during times of strife. Just the opposite, for that is 
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your duty as a parent and also as a husband. 


Most of our modern laws, and nearly all of the “experts” in the social sciences, have done everything 
they possibly can to undermine a man’s ability to properly “husband” his wife. The current state of 
affairs completely upsets the natural hierarchy between man and woman. In the same way that it 
would be nearly impossible for parents to properly raise children if the government passed a plethora 
of laws deconstructing parent’s natural roles and restricting them from setting boundaries for 
children, so it is increasingly difficult for a man to properly fulfill his leadership role that women 
instinctively seek and need. When children have legal authority over their parents, chaos will ensue, 
just as in Marriage 2.0 where women hold supremacy over the husbands, the practice of matrimony 
will only harm and bring resentment to all parties involved, making one ill-advised to seek such an 
arrangement in life. 


“Feminism starts out being very simple. It starts out being the instinct of a little child who says 
‘it’s not fair’ and ‘you are not the boss of me,’ and it ends up being a worldview that questions 

hierarchy altogether.” -- Gloria Steinem, in the two hour HBO special on the life of Gloria Steinem 
entitled, "Gloria: In Her Own Words." 


Previous / Index / Next 


*** An addition to this article*** I kind of get a kick watching this article get linked to on Reddit. It 
causes quite a bit of controversy and has a lot of people pretty angry, especially women. Some of 
their arguments are pretty silly though. The most glaring one is people calling what Schopenhauer 
says as "science from the 1850's." Umm, Schopenhauer is a philosopher, not a scientist. Learn the 
difference. 
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Your Friendly, Neighbourhood Social Justice Warrior! 

Also, there is one ridiculous person in there (who goes to every reddit around to repeatedly complain 
about this article - for over a year now!) who continually points out that I linked to Angry Harry, 
"who is just another blogger like me," and points out that AH's "source" for "the more you emote, the 
less you think" is the Daily Mail. She does not point out, however, that the Daily Mail's article she is 
referring to is cited by "peer reviewed research," done by a feminist, no less, and Angry Harry merely 
read the research and translated what she said. Furthermore, Angry Harry has multiple degrees, a Ph 
D. in Psychology and the others I believe are related to childhood education - making him extremely 
qualified to critique the research and comment on what it means. Angry Harry often has written about 
how the school system has been rejigged to favour girls over boys, and it is his area of expertise to 
note the different brain functions of the sexes. 


Further, you will quickly see how angry women get about this discussion, but not men - except for 
the mangina's and white knights trying curry favour and approval from anonymous females on the 
internet with whom they have absolutely no chance of getting sex from - yet they still feel compelled 
to grovel like servile worms in front of them. My goodness, I half expect that if women gave those 
men a dull, rusty pocketknife, they would castrate themselves to gain the ladies' approval. But, to 
note, I have not yet seen one single man get angry that this 


article blatantly suggests men are more immature 
than women from pretty much the age of 12 to 28. (It also says males are valued less than females in 
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society). I mean, no teenage boy nor man in his twenties takes any offense whatsoever to the 
suggestion that they are not as mature as their female peers, yet women and their enablers are having 
virtual heart-attacks over the suggestion that men may have some kind of advantage over females - 
somewhere. 


“Men are not troubled to hear a man dispraised, because they know, though he be naught, 
there's worth in others; but women are mightily troubled to hear any of them spoken against, 
as if the sex itself were guilty of some unworthiness.” — John Seldon (1584-1654) 


And, to note, it is virtually accepted scientifically that girls do, indeed, mature faster than boys, both 
physically and mentally. (Which already proves the male and female brain are not the same). 
Physically, for example, in puberty girls mature faster than boys in such things as height. But as we 


all know, while boys start their growth spurt later than girls, boys grow to be significantly taller than 
girls. Furthermore, males also do not fully fill-out muscularly until they reach their late twenties. 
However, an 18 year old female is pretty much at her peak of physical development at that age, and 
by her late twenties is beginning to decline. 


As such, those who are angry at this article are, on the one hand, acknowledging the superiority of 
women (they mature faster than boys) but then complaining - screeching like children actually - that 
there is some advantage which males will gain later in life. In other words, they are trying to show the 
superiority of the female brain, not its equality. If a female brain matures faster than a male's, and 
also, ends up having no disadvantages but only (at the minimum) equality with the male brain 
thereafter, then it is quite obvious that they are claiming the female brain is superior to the male 
brain, because if it matures faster, and is also in every way just as capable, then it is superior because 


it only has advantages, but not corresponding disadvantages. This reminds me of a verse from Angry 
Harry's marvelous poem, If I Only Had a V: 


Shem all | 
i \f | | 
A AIRA 

Artnact Man Sassa Wows Cmo, -9venson If] only had a V 
I would use it expertly 


To generate equality 
That somehow always favours me 
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Boy, I wonder how loud the childish squealing would get if I pointed out other philosophers and 


writers from the past who argued things such as women's height being between that of a child and a 
man, or that their facial features and skin are intermediate between a child's and a man's... 


As someone who grew up through the brunt of feminism's sickness in the 1970's, 80's and 90's, I 
cannot begin to tell you how many times I have heard of the superiority of the female brain's multi- 


tasking abilities. "Nyah nyah nyah nyah nyah," the females taunted, from teenagers to old women to 
fat orca's with TV talk shows. (They are still doing it today in their "A Woman's Nation" and "End of 
Men" articles). Never once has it been acceptable to point out that men's linear thinking brain is the 
one that is capable of intense and deep concentration, precisely because it does not multi-task, and 
thus why virtually all of the world's inventions with more than two moving parts have come from the 
hands of men, plus the majority of great musicians, artists, philosophers and so on. Women's multi- 
tasking brains are like the phrase "a jack of all trades, but master of none." It helps them do other 
tasks while also tending to children. (Most women spent the majority of their entire adult lives either 
pregnant or caring for their children until very recently in human history). For every advantage there 
is a disadvantage. For every cloud, there is a silver lining. A Ferrari would be a scream for Sunday 
afternoon drives, but when Monday morning comes around and you need to Shut Up and Shovel the 
Fuckin' Gravel, you'd probably rather have an old pick-up truck. 


Click the correct vehicle to use for "The Secret to Life: Shut Up and Shovel the Fuckin' Gravel!" -- 
by Zenpriest 
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The Hard-Wired Difference Between Male and Female Brains Could Explain Why Men Are Better 
At Map Reading - Researchers found that many of the connections in a typical male brain run 


between the front and the back of the same side of the brain, whereas in women the connections are 
more likely to run from side to side between the left and right hemispheres of the brain. This 
difference in the way the nerve connections in the brain are “hardwired” occurs during adolescence 
when many of the secondary sexual characteristics such as facial hair in men and breasts in women 
develop under the influence of sex hormones, the study found. The researchers believe the physical 
differences between the two sexes in the way the brain is hardwired could play an important role in 
understanding why men are in general better at spatial tasks involving muscle control while women 
are better at verbal tasks involving memory and intuition. 


... Because the female connections link the left hemisphere, which is associated with logical thinking, 
with the right, which is linked with intuition, this could help to explain why women tend to do better 
than men at intuitive tasks, she added. “Intuition is thinking without thinking. It's what people call gut 
feelings. Women tend to be better than men at these kinds of skill which are linked with being good 
mothers,” Professor Verma said. 


(Note that male brains run front to back, thus not crossing logic with emotion as with women). 


Further reading: 


Sexual Psychology: Puberty to 40 - Eye of the Mind 
Neoteny - the U of Wikipedia 
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Rites of Passage - Making Boys into Men 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Quite often when we think of “Rites of Passage” the image of a primitive society performing some 
bizarre ritual comes to mind, such as the Vanuatu Land Divers. 


Awe?” 
LAN \ i 


Ap i mtt "Both a harvest ritual and a rite of 


passage amongst the tribes of the small pacific island of Vanuatu, land diving is now a tourist 
phenomenon. The men who live on Pentecost Island in Vanuatu, climb a rickety 98-foot-tall (30- 
meter) tower, tie vines to their ankles and dive to the ground, falling at speeds around 45 mph (72 
kph). When a dive goes correctly, the person gets close enough to touch his shoulders or his head to 
the earth. However, unlike bungee jumping, these vines aren’t elastic and a miscalculation in vine 
length could lead to broken legs, cracked skulls, or even death. Boys once they have been 
circumcised at about age 7 or 8 begin participating, though they usually are permitted to jump from 
a shorter tower. As a boy makes his first dive, his mother holds an item representing his childhood. 
When he jumps, she throws the item away. Divers also refrain from sex the day before they jump — 
legend says it will cause the jump to go badly." -- 10 Bizarre Rites of Passage 


I, however, would argue that rites of passage are actually more of a sign of an advanced society. It is 
patriarchy that builds civilization. Patriarchy is the idea of "putting sex to work," which is based on 
the ancient contract of marriage. The ancient contract of marriage is an economic contract whereby a 


woman "sells" her sexual reproductive abilities to a man (ie. the children of marriage are his children, 
not hers) in return for the superior protection and providing abilities a man can, and will, procure 
once yoked to children of his own. What does this have to do with rites of passage, you ask? Well, in 
order for men to be attractive to women, a man must surpass the female so that he has some tangible 
benefit to offer the female which she either cannot do herself, or is unwilling to do herself, and 
therefore fulfill Briffault's law: 


“The female, not the male, determines all the conditions of the animal family. Where the female 
can derive no benefit from association with the male, no such association takes place.” -- Robert 
Briffault, The Mothers, I, 191 
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It is the nature of the female's mothering instinct to 
be 100% totalitarian. Small children need this type of totalitarianism or they would soon get 
themselves into all sorts of trouble. Thus every boy starts off life completely dominated by a female 
and it takes a decisive change to escape his mother's gravity field and grow into a man so that the 
next generation of women will have men to marry. For all the ballyhooing in the media of "the man- 
child" and for all the haughty snipes of women at males to "be a man," they don't seem to understand 
that in order to be a man, he cannot behave like a woman. Our thoroughly feminized society has 


relentlessly propagandized us to believe "the right way" for humans to behave is "the female way" 
while at the same time has attacked and derided everything that once defined masculinity as "macho" 
and unfavourable. 


E 
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MAKE GIFS AT GIFSOUP.COM 
Click Pic for "Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained)" 
Just as children are not equal to adults, men are not equal to women - a "man," who is a man in the 


true sense of the word, has surpassed the level of women and has grown beyond it. This fulfills 
Briffault's law and also enforces the hypergamy which women need to be exposed to in order to be 
sexually attracted to a man. Thus, a family hierarchy develops - and this hierarchy works... we know 
it works because we have historical evidence of it working for centuries in our very own Western 
Culture - the family as based upon the Bible. 


Man --> Woman --> Children 


It's the natural order of things. Women take care of themselves and children, and men take care of 
themselves, women and children. It does not work in reverse. 


Lots of women spit and fume about this, but what they are forgetting when they are told Biblically to 
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submit to their husbands, is that husbands are also commanded to submit to God, or to The Truth. 
And as Jesus pointed out, to rule is to serve. Thus, this is the proper ordering of human existence if 
we are to live above that of the beasts of the field. Only when a man lives in proper accordance to 
The Truth can he expect a woman to be in proper relation to him. 


God/Truth --> Man --> Woman --> Children 


Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House" 

In reality, there is no such thing as equality. All relationships are hierarchical in one way or another. 
Sometimes they change, or often what is going on underneath is entirely different than what appears 
on the surface. The men who stood on the deck of the Titanic so that their women could survive is an 
example of how the underlying hierarchy is often different than the social appearance of hierarchy. 


"But what difference does it make whether women rule, or the rulers are ruled by women? The 
result is the same." -- The Politics of Aristotle, The Spartan Women 


"Equality" really only has meaning in relation to the sphere of human law - in the realm that all 
people are equal before the law in regard to their rights as put forth by the American Founding 
Fathers: The rights to self-ownership, life, liberty and property. Certainly not the "right" to a job, an 
education or free healthcare. 
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Click Pic for "You're Such a Tool (Briffault's law)" 
"Men" are not on the same level as women. When men consider themselves "equal" to women, they 
are resented and disrespected by women. The sexes are different, and thus need different things from 
each-other. Women need men to be their tool in society, and therefore men have to bring something 
to women that women cannot do themselves. (Watch how birds court each-other) Thus, if he remains 
"equal" to a woman, she has no use for him. A "man" has to graduate beyond the level of women - if 
he doesn't he will be completely flattened by women when he encounters them. It is women's natural 
right to be in authority over children but it is not right for women to be in control over men. If a man 
behaves as a boy and relates to his wife as "Is it OK for me to be me, Mommy?" he is not a man 
equal to women - he is beneath them. This is what happens in many marriages today - the husband 
ends up treating his wife as his mother, and as such she begins to resent him. How can something that 
is her own creation (a boy, a child) be equal to its creator? 


"Mothers find in their children satisfaction for their desire to dominate, a possession, an occupation, something 
that is wholly intelligible to them and can be chattered with: the sum of all this is what mother love is; it is to be 
compared with an artist's love for his work. Pregnancy has made women kinder, more patient, more timid, 
more pleased to submit; and just so does spiritual pregnancy produce the character of the contemplative type, 
which is closely related to the feminine character: it consists of male mothers." -- Freiderich Nietzsche 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 
Only when boys separate from the totalitarian power of the Mother and grow into men do they truly 
have a sphere to address women and from which women respect them as men. However, women 
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instinctively try to prevent boys from leaving their field of power - children are women's 
"possessions" and who wants to lose a possession? To mother, he will always be "her little boy." 
Also, it is not wrong for it to be a struggle to escape the totalitarianism of mother, for manhood not 
"won" is not manhood at all. Women cannot show boys how to become men because it is an entirely 
foreign concept to them - just as children cannot show adults how to behave because adulthood is 
something children simply don't understand. Women are instinctively uncomfortable with 
competition and conflict, which might cause people's feelings to get hurt, and thus, they try to prevent 
boys from growing away from their field of influence and into men. 


"Women and men want very different things and therefore very different worlds. Men want 
sex, freedom, and adventure; women want security, pleasantness, and someone to care about 
(or for) them. Both like power. Men use it to conquer their neighbors whether in business or 
war, women to impose security and pleasantness. ... Just about everything that once defined 
masculinity is now denounced as 'macho,' a hostile word embodying the female 
incomprehension of men. ... Men are happy for men to be men and women to be women; 
women want us all to be women." -- Fred Reed 


Women want us all to be women - or children - because that is what they understand. They have no 
comprehension of "men" or what it takes to be a man. Children deprived of their fathers through 
divorce are horribly abused in this way, for they get "aborted" at the female/child stage of 
development and have far greater challenges "growing into men" and learning how to address women 
in any other way than seeking the approval of mother. 
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Along with the thorough feminization of our culture, so have we removed many of the aspects that 
used to make boys into men, and in turn we are finding that there are less and less "men" for women 
to want to associate with. Once a woman enters into a male institution, it immediately becomes 
feminized - thus we now even see that girls are allowed into the Boy Scouts. Men and boys need to 
have places separate from women where they can meet and be men, free from female influence. 
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Learning self-reliance and self-confidence is essential for boys. Thus things such as camping and 
learning how to build fires from scratch are good builders of character for young boys. Women are 
creatures who depend upon others, but men are creatures who must depend solely upon themselves. 
Not only must they depend upon themselves, but they must also be able to depend on themselves in 
excess, or they will not become sufficient "tools" for the next generation of women. 
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Clic Pic for "Ritalin and Abusive Schools" 

In our feminized school systems, when children play sports like soccer they no longer keep score so 
that the children's feelings will not be hurt by being "losers." This again undermines masculinity. 
When I was a kid, I played on a soccer team and we were the worst team in the league. I don't think 
we won a single game all season - but our coach did a very good job with us in teaching us how to 
lose gracefully. It builds a boy's character to lose and accept it. Many endeavors a man takes on in life 
will not be successful, but learning how to lose gives him the confidence to try anyway... and if he 
keeps on trying because he is not afraid of losing, sooner or later he will find success. Our schools are 
"aborting" boys development by robbing them of the opportunity to lose - and when they can't figure 
out why boys aren't developing properly, they fill them with Ritalin rather than addressing the fact 
that boys and girls are different, and need different strategies to develop. 


Learning to deal with the bully is also a rite of passage for many boys. I remember as a young boy 
when my father taught me how to stand up to the bully. I had gone to a private Christian school as 

a child and there was this one kid named Peter who was constantly bullying me. He was two grades 
higher than me and bigger than me. One weekend we were at a church camp-out, shortly before my 
11th birthday, and Peter started picking on me and shoving me around in his usual way. I remember I 
went running back to find my Dad and told him what was going on. 
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My dad told me, "Boy, there's just some times that 
you are gonna have to take care of these things on your own." 


I still remember his words, and in fact, have followed lots of them to this day. 
- Always walk from a fight, but never run. 
- There's a time for talking, and then there's a time to stop talking. 


- Once you get into a fight, fight to win. But even if you don't win, you've got to show him (and the 
others) that when they mess with you there's going to be consequences. 


I recall him providing me with a strategy too. "There's nothing 'fair' about this fight. This kid is two 
years older than you and he's bigger than you. If you have to knee him in the nuts, then do it, and start 
punching him - and don't stop until he's on the ground." 


I remember walking back out to where all the kids were playing, and that's how it worked out. He 
started shoving me around again, and I kneed him right in the nuts, and punched him in the head 
about five or six times as he was going down, then I turned and walked away. Everyone was shocked. 


When I walked back amongst the row of RV's, as soon as I rounded the corner, there popped out my 
old man (he must have been watching). I was trembling like a leaf. He just put his arm around me - 
never said a word to me about it, neither good nor bad - just walked with me. 
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Today, here in Canada, there is a great big "anti- 
bullying" campaign going on. All the kids are encouraged to wear pink shirts to symbolize they are 
against bullying, there are bullying "hotlines" set up, and every time there is a conflict between two 
kids, the mothers are called in to the principal's office to "work things out." Apparently, at 

GOi course | don'tthink youjrelg: 
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lcan see you're ajsissy nota guv.” YANET Ei Toronto, there's a ten year old boy who decided he 


was gay (how can you decide you are gay when you are ten?). In order to keep this "gay" ten year old 
from being bullied, the school has appointed a teacher to walk around with him full-time to keep him 
safe. The old "schoolyard rules" have been completely abolished and we are raising our boys to be 
feminized sissies, not independent men confident in their own abilities. 


Being bullied is part of life for men and it is important for them to learn how to stick up for 
themselves. 


Re-framing this culturally, the boys of today are similarly being bullied by feminists. It's a similar 
'fair' fight. They're bigger, smarter and they fight very dirty. And this is something this generation of 
boys needs to sort out themselves, because the older guys will not be around forever. Perhaps 
following the Masculine Principle and passing feminism's cultural fitness-tests might be the new Rite 
of Passage for the boys and men of today and tomorrow. 
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You're Such a Tool! (Briffault's law) 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 
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Click Pic for "The Amazon Women (The Science of "Why Males Exist")" 

"Feminine traits are called weaknesses. People joke about them; fools ridicule them; but 
reasonable persons see very well that those traits are just the tools for the management of men, 
and for the use of men for female designs." -- Immanuel Kant, Anthropology from a Pragmatic 
Point of View, Southern Illinois University Press 1978, originally published in 1798 


One thing our society struggles with as it continually fails feminism's cultural fitness tests is the silly 
notion that men and women are "equal" and thus we are essentially coming at each-other from the 
same point of view regarding our interactions with the opposite sex. This is the wrong way of 
thinking. We are not "blank slates" who are different merely because of society's externally imposed 
social constructs upon us. 


Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing!" 
In fact, anyone who believes in evolution would scoff at the idea of men and women being essentially 
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the same. Natural Selection is what "evolves" us. Sharks mate with the fastest swimmers and the 
sharks best able to feed themselves. By selecting those with the genes which display these traits, they 
continually evolve to become better swimmers and better predators. Animals evolve to do the tasks 
which they are best suited for. Thus, the sharks of today are likely "better" sharks than the sharks of 
10,000 years ago as the genes of those best at survival continually get passed on more often than 
those who fail to survive. 


Between the sexes, we also evolve to do the tasks which we are best suited for. You can see that men 
and women are physically different, each being designed for what they do best. Certainly there are 
some social constructs that society imposes upon men and women, but they are based on our 
biological natures, not upon the blank slate. 


In women's case, their entire bodies are designed for giving birth and caring for children. They have 
wide hips to give birth and have breasts to feed children with. Note that it is also these traits - 


ao 


women's "curves" - that are a large part of what men find sexually attractive in women. It is their 
"reproductive features" we find attractive. Further, even a woman's mind has evolved to make her 
more suitable for rearing children, thus a woman's "multi-tasking brain" is more suitable to care for 
children - or to do other tasks while also caring for children. But it goes even further than this multi- 
tasking feature. Women are somewhere in between that of a man and a child. Often times, the men of 


old observed women were merely children of a larger growth: 
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Click Pic for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House?" 


"Women are directly adapted to act as the nurses and educators of our early childhood, for the 
simple reason that they themselves are childish, foolish, and short-sighted — in a word, are big 
children all their lives, something intermediate between the child and the man, who is a man in 
the strict sense of the word. Consider how a young girl will toy day after day with a child, dance 
with it and sing to it; and then consider what a man, with the very best intentions in the world, 
could do in her place." -- Arthur Schopenhauer, On Women 


Women have mentally "evolved" to be something intermediate between the child and the man. We 
have all heard that women are more emotional than men and are more "in tune with feelings" than 
men. And this is correct, for tell me, how do infants communicate except through the language of 
emotions and feelings? How does a baby indicate it needs to be fed? It is through the emotional 
response of crying - certainly not by saying, "Hey momma, bring those soft, round milk thingies over 
to my mouth." Children communicate emotionally, and since women have evolved to become "better 
carers of children," they have also evolved to be more in tune to the language of children, which is 
emotion. 


",.. Because the female connections link the left hemisphere, which is associated with logical 
thinking, with the right, which is linked with intuition, this could help to explain why women 
tend to do better than men at intuitive tasks, she added. “Intuition is thinking without thinking. It's 
what people call gut feelings. Women tend to be better than men at these kinds of skills which are 
linked with being good mothers,” ..." (Source) 


We also often hear that girls mature faster than boys. This is also true, and to refer back to 
Schopenhauer again, he acknowledges this as well: 
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Man reaches the maturity of his reasoning and mental faculties scarcely before he is eight-and- 
twenty; woman when she is eighteen; but hers is reason of very narrow limitations. This is why 
women remain children all their lives, for they always see only what is near at hand, cling to the 
present, take the appearance of a thing for reality, and prefer trifling matters to the most 
important. -- Arthur Schopenhauer, On Women 


The reason girls mature mentally before boys again goes back to their biological function as the 
bearers of children. Everywhere in nature, when an animal is physically capable of giving birth it is 
also mentally developed enough to care for its offspring - at least in the most primal of ways. This is 
also true of human females. When they reach puberty, they are mentally mature enough to give at 
minimum the basic care to an infant to keep it alive. Even though we don't encourage girls to have 
children as soon as they reach puberty, we do see in our culture that adults begin to trust girls at the 
age of puberty for tasks such as babysitting, thus lots of girls in the 12 to 14 age group begin to earn 
some pocket money in this manner - they have become mentally mature enough to adequately do the 
task. Why does Schopenhauer indicate women reach the maturity of their reasoning and mental 
faculties at the age of eighteen? Well, what would be the evolutionary advantage to women growing 
out of this phase of relating to children and beyond it? There is none. 


But then, what is it that men have evolved to become? 
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E A |l Once we realize that everywhere in nature the male is the 


sexual servant of the female, it's pretty easy to see the plot of evolution: Men have evolved to become 
the best providers and protectors we can possibly be in order to meet the needs of the female - 
especially during her most vulnerable time, which is when she gets pregnant, gives birth, recuperates, 
and then raises the child until it becomes self-sufficient (ie. It can walk, talk and feed itself). This 
whole process takes about four years to complete, and then her rotating polyandry cycle kicks in and 
she discards the male in order to seek out a new man to repeat the cycle again. This is the primitive 
method of assuring genetic diversity amongst her offspring, which increases their overall chance of 


survival. 
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Click Pic for "The Fraud of Modern Marriage (Women as Chattel)" 


So aside from merely being sperm donors, men have also evolved into being the best at what we do - 
and these are also the things women find attractive in a man: our protecting and providing skills. We 
have developed upper body strength which is vastly superior to the female's, and so it is tall, strong, 
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broad shouldered men which women find sexually attractive. Men have developed linear thinking 
brains which help us figure out how to perform specific tasks as efficiently and productively as 
possible. No matter what men set out to do, aside from raising children, women cannot compete with 
men on a level playing field because we have evolved to best perform our tasks in order to make 
ourselves useful to women. Most women admit that they are sexually attracted to men who are more 
intelligent than they are - this does not mean that all men are are smarter than all women, but merely 
that each woman tends to seek out a man who has higher intelligence than she possesses. 


But ultimately, men do all of these things in service of women, in the hopes of gaining - or 
maintaining - her favour. However, the kink in this plot is that women don't actually "love" men, only 
gay men truly love men. Rather women love being loved. "Love" means different things to men and 
women. 


"Women have no sympathy... And my experience of women is almost as large as Europe. And it 
is so intimate too. Women crave for being loved, not for loving. They scream at you for sympathy 
all day long, they are incapable of giving you any in return for they cannot remember your 
affairs long enough to do so." -- Florence Nightingale 
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Click Pic for "Rites of Passage: Making Boys into Men" 

Think of a man as a stick in a woman's hand - a tool which she uses for her own purposes. The 
woman with the biggest stick will fare better in society than women with smaller sticks - or especially 
women with no sticks at all. This is a further reason for women to give men fitness tests - to test how 
strong of a stick he is. If she finds him sufficiently strong, she will begin to conform herself to him, 
creating the illusion that she is his ideal mate so that he will begin to fall in love with her and thus 
become useful to her as a "tool." 


This is one thing that men must always keep in mind in his dealings with women. For women, their 
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love is parasitic - it is based upon what she gets from a man. But for men, their love is the host to the 


parasitic nature of the woman - it is based upon what he gives. 


"When I started researching this book, I was prepared to rediscover the old saw that 
conventional femininity is nurturing and passive and that masculinity is self-serving, egotistical, 
and uncaring. But I did not find this. One of my findings here is that manhood ideologies 
always include a criterion of selfless generosity, even to the point of sacrifice. Again and again 
we find that 'real' men are those who give more than they take." -- David Gilmore in his 1990 
book Manhood in the Making 


Also, one must keep in mind that relationships don't mean the same thing to women as they do to 
men. Relationships are a "tool" for women - they get things from it, or rather from the man. Women 
get over relationships far more easily than men do. They are never as deeply "in love" with a man as 
a man is in love with the woman. Men and women are polar opposites. We are two sides to the same 
coin, but those sides are not the same. Women have more emotions but they are shallower. Men have 
fewer emotions but they run deeper. In an 
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Click Pic for "Male and Female: Equal But Different" 

evolutionary survival scenario, it makes sense too, that men would love women deeper than women 
would "love" men. It is a man's deep love that will make him sacrifice his produced goods and even 
his life for the woman he loves. This rarely happens the other way around. While there is an 
evolutionary survival advantage for the female to lose interest in a man after completing her four year 
rotating polyandry cycle, there is no similar advantage for the man to lose interest. In fact, just the 


opposite. It is in both her and her offspring's advantage to have the man still hopelessly in love with 
her, providing and protecting his brains out while she slyly seeks out her next suitable mate before 
giving the present "tool" his walking papers. 

Everything a man does in a relationship is in her benefit. This is the basis of Briffault's law. 


“The female, not the male, determines all the conditions of the animal family. Where the female 
can derive no benefit from association with the male, no such association takes place.” -- Robert 


Briffault, The Mothers, I, 191 


It is also important to note the corollaries to Briffault's law: 


1 - Past benefit provided by the male does not provide for continued or future association. 
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2 - Any agreement where the male provides a current benefit in return for a promise of future 
association is null and void as soon as the male has provided the benefit (see corollary 1) 


3 - A promise of future benefit has limited influence on current/future association, with the 
influence inversely proportionate to the length of time until the benefit will be given and 
directly proportionate to the degree to which the female trusts the male (which is not bloody 
likely). 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 

Briffault's law is the reason the most important word a man must learn in his relationships with a 
woman is "No!" If a man keeps nothing for himself and simply gives it all to her, she has no reason to 
continue to associate with him. No matter what he does, it soon will become "What have you done 
for me lately?" He must keep the benefits he bestows upon her under his control, and learn to say no 
often, as she will naturally try to get him to pass them on to her. No, I won’t spend $100 for roses on 
Valentine’s Day. No, we’re not going to Hawaii for a vacation (unless you are paying, Toots!) No, 
you cannot move in with me. No, you cannot move in now that you’ve been evicted — that is what 
your girlfriend’s couch or your parent’s spare room is for. NO! We won’t get be getting married. No! 
You are not going on the pill so we can have bareback sex. No! No! No! No! No! NO! 


There were only a few thousand divorces annually in the mid-nineteenth century when divorce 
cost wives their children and Dad’s paycheck. This family stability began eroding as later 
nineteenth century divorce courts, under pressure from the rising feminist movement, began 
awarding child 
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Oh you're dating 
my ex? Cool, i'm 
eating a sandwich.. 
want those 
leftovers too? 


Click for "Rotating Polyandry & Its Enforcers" 
custody to mothers. -- Daniel Amneus, The Case for 


Father Custody, p360 


“Between 1870 and 1920 the divorce rate rose fifteenfold, and by 1924 one marriage out of 
seven ended in divorce” — James H. Jones, Alfred Kinsey: A Public/Private Life (New York: W. W. 
Norton, 1997), p.292. 


Women's attitude to men is easiest to understand by comparing it to our attitude towards a job. Whether we love our 
job or not, most of us think we must have one. We often think a bad job is better than not having a job at all. No 
matter how much we may love our job, we'll jump ship and go with a better one if it's offered. And no matter how 
good our job may have been for us in the past, if something happens that upsets us, the love has probably gone 
forever. We don't ever think we are owed for the past. 


Click Pic for the Free Online Book, "The Predatory Female" -- by Rev. Lawrence Shannon 


"What do women have jobs for? 
To entertain themselves while they aren't working" 


- The Predatory Female 


Women never want to be without a "tool" in society, for it is through her man-tool that she 
accomplishes what she needs in society - thus, women are like monkeys and never let go of one 
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branch until she has gotten hold of the next. This is why you usually find that at the end of her 
relationship with a particular tool, er, man, there is always another man hanging around somewhere 
in the wings. Female "independence" is an illusion. 


What women's independence actually means is that they want the freedom to change from one tool to 
the next without consequences. Men would view independence in a much different manner. In fact, 
Buddhism acknowledges the three phases women go through of using men as "tools" for their own 
designs during their lives: 


Women have the “five obstacles” 


(inability to become anything great) and the “three followings” (follows first the father, then the 
husband, then the son).-- Buddha - from Selected Writings of Nichiren 


In her youth, a woman gains her power through her father - he is the 
"tool" that serves her and represents her in society. In adulthood, she gains power through her 
husband, who spends his life's energy providing for her and the offspring they produce together. In 
her old age, she gains her power through her son. In each case, she uses a man as her tool to deal with 
society. 


Click Pic for "The Fish and The Bicycle" 
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I can certainly attest to the last one about the son with my own mother. Since my father died a few 
years ago, it is now me who my mother uses to navigate life. When she has a problem, she comes to 
me to deal with it. If she suspects the mechanic at the shop is trying to rip her off, it is me who goes 
there to talk with him. When she needs to make a financial decision, it is me who she seeks advice 
from and who she hands over the authority to make ultimate decisions. Since she lost my father as her 
"tool," she transferred the responsibility to me. She is not independent as a man would be. I'm not 
upset about it. It is the natural order of life. And since she didn't stuff me into daycare to have 
strangers raise me, but rather did a good job for me as a true mother when I was young... and because 
she did not selfishly destroy our family with divorce, but stayed with my father for 48 years (and I'm 
sure not all of those years were easy ones), I am willing to let her use me as her "tool" in her old age 
because she deserves it. 


Click Pic for "The Ballad of NO MA'AM" (Song/Video - 3min) 
We are failing feminism's cultural fitness tests because we are not asserting our authority and telling 


women, "NO! You can't use me as your tool for free. We are humans, not monkeys." And since men's 
love is "the host" for women's "parasitic love," it is essential that the host leads the parasite, rather 
than the other way around. When the parasite leads, it destroys both the host and the parasite, but 
when the host leads, both organisms can survive. 


NO! Learn to say it, and learn to say it often. 
You don't even have to be rude about it. You could also say "NO MA'AM!" 
Women are as independent as a tropical fern in a greenhouse in Iceland. 


If the men “leave” the women will follow, because female “independence” is an illusion. 
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“The woman follows the man. In her youth she follows her father and elder brother; when 
married, she follows her husband; when her husband is dead, she follows her son.” - 
Confucius 
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Click for "Advice to Married Couples" 

36. Mothers appear to be more fond of their sons, because those sons are able to help them, and fathers 
of their daughters, because daughters need their help. Maybe also it is out of compliment to each other 
that both parties desire to be seen making much of that which is more akin to the other. This, perhaps, 
is a trait of no importance, but there is another which is charming. | mean, when the wife's respect is 
seen to incline rather to the husband's parents than to her own, and when, in case of anything troubling 
her, she refers it to them and conceals it from her own people. If you are thought to trust, you are 
trusted; if you are thought to love, you are loved. -- Advice to Married Couples, by Plutarch 
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PLOYTATION 


Click for "Sex-Ploytation" 

"I ran into a friend from college I hadn't seen in years. He was a stud back then, and it looked like he still had it. He 
told me he'd never gotten married, and I asked him why. He said he was looking for a really nice, cute, girl-next-door 
who wasn't looking for a guy as a meal ticket. I said, ‘Oh. That explains it. You'll be single forever." -- Sex-Ploytation 
(p.36) 
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The Myth of Tiresias and the Ten Pleasures of Sex 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


— = : Tiresias was a blind prophet of Thebes 
who told the truth about the past, present and future, although those for whom he prophesied rarely 
took what he said seriously. Aside from his clairvoyant powers, Tiresias was also famous for being 
changed into a woman for seven years. 


There are several tellings of the myth of Tiresias, many of them contradicting each other. The gist of 
the story is as follows: 


One day, the young Tiresias was walking along a path on Mount Kyllene, in the Peloponnese 
countryside, when he came across a pair of serpents engaged in unashamed copulation. Condemning 
them for their lust-fulness, he struck them with his walking stick. 


The sensuous goddess Hera, wife of Zeus, was angered by Tiresias' actions, as she heartily approved 
of sexual pleasures, even for animals. She punished Tiresias in the worst possible way: by 
transforming him into a woman, in both body and mind. 
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After seven years as a woman, ranging in roles from prostitute to wife & mother, Tiresias again came 
across the serpents, but this time allowed them their carnal pleasure. Hera was pleased and 
rewarded Tiresias by restoring his masculinity. 


Some time later, Hera and Zeus were arguing about who had more pleasure in sex, the man or the 
woman? Hera, the great seductress, had always led Zeus to believe the man was superior in sex, as 
well as in all other things. To settle their disagreement, they summoned Tiresias, as he knew what it 
was like to be in both roles. As aman who spoke the truth, he revealed womankind's greatest secret: 
on a scale of ten, she gets nine parts of pleasure to his one. Hera was furious at Tiresias and, despite 
Zeus’ protests, she struck him blind for betraying womankind with the truth. 


3K OK ok 


I have spent the last few days studying and pondering on the story of Tiresias. One of the things I 
have been trying to find the answer to is what Tiresias considered "the ten pleasures" (or parts) of 
sex, of which he said man enjoys only one, while woman enjoys three times three, or nine pleasures, 
although some versions say woman enjoys all ten. 
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We Man Woua a 
Hategs CLuĝ 


Click Pic for "The Truth About Misogyny" 


There seems to be no answer to this question. So far as I can tell, there is no listing of the pleasures 
anywhere in the texts, just the mention that there are ten. When surfing around the web to try and find 
the answer, all I see are people claiming that it is literal sexual orgasmic pleasure. 


Then the modern feminist narrative comes out claiming that this was all from 'misogynist' Greece 
where they were oppressing women. So it is all just nonsense in an attempt by the Greeks to hold 
women down - everyone knows men enjoy sex far more than women. 


But is this true? 

Having a look at the myth itself, we may find a clue. 

The reason Tiresias is blinded is because he angered Hera for revealing womankind's greatest secret: 
that she gains more pleasure from sex than men. Hera, Zeus' wife and seductress, had led Zeus to 
believe that he was superior to her in sex, as well as in all other things - it was part of her seduction of 


him. This seems to be the theme that comes forth, not whether the woman orgasms more than the 
man. 


"Woman does not betray her secret." -- Immanuel Kant 
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Make Me A Sandwich 


Click Pic for "Social Strategy: Why Men Shouldn't Argue with Women." 

It seems to me, that either through subconscious deception or unconscious ignorance, the women who 
join in this debate are coming from the same position as Hera herself - denying that women benefit 
more from sex than men. "Woman does not betray her secret" is something that many "misogynist" 
men throughout history have pointed out, so, we should not dismiss them lightly simply because 
women say we should. That is exactly what Hera, the priestess of womankind and marriage herself, 
wanted to happen - and the reason she was angered at Tiresias was for betraying her with the truth! 


"From woman you can learn nothing of women." -- Nietzsche 


What is woman's greatest secret then? And what was it about sexuality that Tiresias was inferring 
women enjoyed, if it were not literal orgasmic pleasure? 


So, I spent some time pondering what the ten pleasures (or benefits) could be, and here are the things 
I suspect Tiresias was referring to: 


O TA 
1 - Use of Sex for Survival/Procurement of Goods from the Man - Even today, 85% of the 
homeless are men. Women "somehow" manage to not fall through the cracks as easily as men when 
they fail at life. What, oh what, could it possibly be that prevents this from happening to women in 
the same degree as men, even though, as feminist academics continually remind us, "women only 
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receive $0.76 for every $1.00 that a man earns"? When Tiresias was a woman, he was portrayed as 
both a prostitute and as a wife and mother. (More on motherhood later in point six). 


Also, women gain instant status upon marriage. While a man has to work for 10-15 years to become a 
doctor, the woman he marries instantly becomes part of his social class, no matter her education or 
past efforts - which is pretty nice for her, eh? 


Aewen? - Sexual Gate-keeper - A woman's sexuality is in demand and she can 
easily replace a man - women have "orbiters' or "men in reserve" who are waiting in the wings, 
hoping she will call on them - when women leave a man, there is no shortage of men vying for her 
attention, trying to replace the previous man. She plays the passive role, the male is the motive, or 
active agent. There is enormous power that is conferred upon her simply for being in this role. 


3 - Sexual Power to Manipulate Man for Woman's Own Purposes - Power by Proxy - "Let's 
You and Him Fight" 


"Who cares whether women rule, or if they rule the rulers? The result is the same."-- Aristotle. 


> . Ask yourself, exactly how powerless is that woman 
on the side of the road with a flat tire? Her "helplessness" inspires countless men to pull over and 
change the tire for her, thus, her "helplessness" is actually her power, and since it controls the power 
of those "with more power," her power is greater. After all, her batting eyelashes accomplish the 
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same task as a grunting and sweating man does - they both change the tire! 


ENJOYIN SEVE 
SE 


DOES NIT wv 


TA 
4 - Social Power as a Gender - Shaming and social manipulation is an enormous part of female 
power. It derives from womankind's sexuality and is not just expressed individually, but also in the 
aggregate, from women as a whole in society. Everywhere in nature, the male serves the female. (See 


point 6) "Nature has given women so much power that the law has wisely given them little" -- Samuel 
Johnson 


5 - Male Protection & Sacrifice - Helen of Troy's beauty was powerful enough to launch a thousand 
ships, remember! Men will readily risk their lives to save women. It does not occur nearly so 
frequently the other way around. Think of the Titanic. 
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"Nobody's a feminist when the lifeboats are being lowered." 


6 - Fulfillment of Biological Clock/motherhood - Tiresias has 
three daughters: Mae. Historis & Daphne - While it is true that men also enjoy fatherhood, the 
parental instinct is different between men and women. In women, the parental instinct is due to her 


biological clock - it happens to her before having children, and comes from somewhere within. With 
men, they do not have a biological clock, or at least not one so strong as in women. Men's parental 
instinct kicks in after the child has been born, and they fall in love with it and will protect and 
provide their brains out to ensure the child's survival. The only thing that could really be said to be a 
"biological clock" in men would be their acknowledgement of "time." What I mean is, a man who is 
45 and has never had children thinks of it in terms of raising a child to 18 years old (plus four to six 
years of post-secondary education in, heh, institutions that don't adhere to the truth) which places him 
into his mid-sixties before it is all over. 


This is much different than the way women's biological clock works, 
which is much more like a flower, where the entire existence of the plant's energy ultimately 
culminates in a bloom, demanding reproduction takes place when it is ready. And, when she is ready, 
she demands the fulfillment of her readiness immediately, thus the female is the passive cell, while 
the male is the motile cell - always at the ready to do her bidding. 


"Contrary to the general opinion, there is no difference in the total sexual impulses of the 


sexes.../...Any such idea comes from a confusion between the desire for a thing and the stimulus 
towards the active part in securing what is desired.../...It is important to distinguish between the 


intensity with which sexual matters are pursued and the proportion of the total activities of life 
that are devoted to them and to their accessory cares. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 644 of 744 


eo ef a 
7 - The Pleasure of Letting Someone Else Lead - The woman no longer has to worry about making 
money, providing food and shelter and so forth (or, at least not as much as when she is alone), 
allowing her to focus her time and energy on the children she bears. Many people reminisce of how 
good things were back at Mom & Dad's after they have become adults. As children they might have 
resented it, but as adults, they realize how fortunate they were, both in a literal/physical sense, and 
also in a psychological sense. It was nice to not have to worry where the food was coming from or if 
the heat will still be working next month, wasn't it? 


a J 
Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 
8 - The Tyranny of Weakness (can shirk responsible and claim victim-hood) - The Buck Stops 
Here. As man's subordinate in "misogynist" cultures, any time that something goes wrong, all the 
blame ultimately turns back upon the man. For example, if a man cheats on his wife, he is a lout for 
doing so. And if a woman cheats on her husband, he is a lout for not keeping her happy. "Heads she 
wins, tails he loses," or, 


"The worst form of tyranny the world has ever known is the tyranny of the weak over the strong. It is 
the only tyranny that lasts." -- Oscar Wilde. 


This is still happening today, where everything in society that is not to women's liking is blamed 
upon men, even though we are decidedly not living in a patriarchy, but rather a matriarchy. (Over 
half of all children go to bed at night without a biological father in the house. Maria Shriver reports 
that America is "A Woman's Nation" because after the 08/09 Great Recession, women now 
outnumber men in both university degrees and in the workforce. Hannah Rosin of The Atlantic 
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further rubbed salt in men's wound by declaring "The End of Men." And yet, heh, men are still to 
blame for everything wrong in the world rather than women.) 


SEND ME 
PICS 


Click for "Testing, Testing, 1,2,3, Testing" 
9 - Sexual Pleasure - for man and woman - the one pleasure the man gets from sex. I hope this is 
self-explanatory enough for me to not have to discuss the birds and the bees - this is not an X-rated 


site, after all. However, if you're a beautiful, available young woman, send me an e-mail along with 
several photos, and I'd be willing to discuss it privately with you in greater depth. 


10 - Duality - Everything in regard to Tiresias is about duality, or the completion of the Yin 


Click Pic for "The Masculine Principle" 
and Yang, of the two opposites becoming one. 


Tiresias was both man and woman. He was rewarded with long life (either seven generations or seven 
lifetimes), but starts his knowledge when he was young - thus the duality of young and old is 
connected through him. He was also granted the full memory of his life on earth after he died and 
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went to the underworld, thus connecting the duality of life and death. 


Click for "Rites of Passage: Making Boys into Men" 

I suspect that of the ten pleasures, where man receives one pleasure to woman's nine, the pleasure that 
neither receives is duality - That is something that can only be achieved by embracing the opposites 
within themselves; by the man embracing his masculinity and the woman embracing her femininity. 
If men try to behave like women and women try to behave like men, they become competitors rather 
than a synergistic force that is greater than the sum of the two parts. 


Some stories, however, do say that woman enjoys all ten pleasures, and if we take that tack on 
duality, I have read before about the concept of duality existing in women when they have a son. The 
woman creates the son, who becomes the man who takes care of the woman. This is why the mother 
& son, represented so often with the Virgin Mary, is such a powerful and recurring theme in various 
artwork throughout history. (The hand that rocks the cradle rules the world). 


Well, these are my suspicions of what the Tiresias Myth is about. Of course, there is no way to prove 
it, and these are just my ponderings. But I think this is a much better interpretation than thinking he 
meant women get nine times the orgasmic pleasures which men do. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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"It is pathetic to note that in today's society, when a woman marries a doctor or a lawyer or a 

corporation executive, she automatically procures the same status and income which took her 

husband years of hard work to attain. No exertion is needed on her part, outside of buying the 
right clothes and applying cosmetics-in other words, slipping on the right mask. So a brainless 
bimbo who drapes herself on the arm of a movie star is accorded greater respect than a female 
librarian or scientist." -- Matthew Fitzgerald, Sex-Ploytation (p.11) 
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The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


All truth to women is relative. It is men who seek Absolute Truth, or rather, have a better ability to 
get closer to the Truth. Women find truth through the consensus of the herd. If the herd believes 
1+1=3, then it is right because the herd believes it is so. If tomorrow, the herd believes 1+1=1, then 
that will be right because the herd believes it is so. This is why you see women are so much more 
attuned to changing fashions and why it is often social proofing that decides for them who is a sexy 
and desirable man. What the herd believes is right is the "truth" for women. It is men who insist that 
1+1=2, I don't care how much you cows moo at me. 


",.. Women may have happy ideas, taste, and elegance, but they cannot attain to the ideal. The 
difference between men and women is like that between animals and plants. Men correspond to 
animals, while women correspond to plants because their development is more placid and the 
principle that underlies it is the rather vague unity of feeling. When women hold the helm of 
government, the state is at once in jeopardy, because women regulate their actions not by the 


demands of universality but by arbitrary inclinations and opinions. Women are educated--who 
knows how?" -- G.F. Hegel 


Bat ie 
Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 

This is very old and part of the human condition. In fact, the story of the Garden of Eden is very 
much about the Absolute Truth being over-ruled by the Relative Truth of Eve.There was only one 
rule in the Garden... DON’T EAT FROM THAT TREE! There was only one truth that Adam and 
Eve had to follow... and here is where it gets interesting, because Eve was deceived but she was not 
particularly lied to. In fact, the serpent’s assertions are perfectly valid, although very craftily worded: 


- The serpent was right when he says “‘you will not surely die.” (He was right, they did not surely 
die... After being tossed from the Garden, God offered them a path to salvation and eternal life — if 


they chose to follow God’s path). 


- The serpent was right, when they ate the fruit, their eyes were opened, and they did become like 
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God and gain knowledge of good and evil. 


And then Eve’s female rationalizing 


hamster wheel starts churning, mired in Relative Truth. 


“When the woman saw that the fruit of the tree was good for food and pleasing to the eye, and also 
desirable for gaining wisdom, she took some and ate it. She also gave some to her husband, who was 
with her, and he ate it.” 


Because it was good for food, pleasing to look at, and desirable for gaining wisdom... Eve 
rationalized to herself why the Relative Truth which she wished for ought to be able to over-ride the 
Absolute Truth that existed. 


Ahem... could placing the Relative Truth we create in our brains over the Absolute Truth that exists 
in reality be the “original sin?” 


Also to note here in the Garden story is the difference between men and women - because Adam, the 
mangina, simply went along with her - and this is specifically what God holds him accountable for. 


1 Timothy 2:12-14 RSV “I permit no woman to teach or have authority over men; she is to keep 
silent. 13For Adam was formed first, then Eve; 14and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was 


3 


deceived and became a transgressor.’ 


Adam was not deceived. He sinned willingly. Eve deceived herself with her female driven hamster- 
wheel of a relative-truth laden brain... but Adam was not deceived at all. He was standing right there 
and was not deceived; Eve gave it to him, and he was still without sin at this point but like a mangina 
and swallowed ‘er down whole. 


kdd 


eager to please he said, “Sure thing, Toots 
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BLAH-BLAH-BLAH -BLAH-BLAH 


Click PIc for "The Liberation of Men" 
Adam sinned willingly, but Eve was deceived. 


To Adam he said, “Because you listened to your wife and ate from the tree about which I commanded 
you, ‘You must not eat of it,’... (Man’s Curse) 


It’s pretty clear. 


Between Adam and Eve, God expects a different level of cognition... God expected Adam to “know 
better” than Eve... because Adam has the capability to know better. 


Absolute 
Truth 
Truth 


Subjective 
Truth 
Of all of the things that were in the world during the 


Garden, the only thing not directly from God... is Eve. She was created from Adam, who was created 
in God’s image. Adam is a copy of God, and Eve is a copy of Adam... Adam is “one step closer” to 
God/Absolute Truth than Eve is. 


Objective 


1 - Absolute Truth = God 
2 - Objective Truth = Man = Masculine Principle 
3 - Subjective Truth = Woman = Feminine Principle 


Everywhere in nature, the male is the reproductive servant of the female. However, while humans are 
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of the animal kingdom, we are not animals. It was when humans started putting the male principle in 
front of the female principle that we stopped living like animals and rose up from being beasts of the 
field. 


Buddhism also acknowledges the way a woman's mind is mired in Relative Truth. 


s sm SNS The course of a river and a woman’s 
mind both wander. Water is malleable, it turns here and there when rocks and mountains block 
its path. Women are like this. They are inconstant as water. Although they know what is right, 
when they run into the strong will of a man, they are checked and turn in bad directions. The 
right fades like a line drawn on the water. Women’s nature is unsteady: though they see what 
they should be, they soon become what they should not be. Buddhahood is founded on integrity. 
Therefore, women, who are easily swayed, cannot become Buddhas. Women have the “five 
obstacles” (inability to become anything great) and the “three followings” (follows first the 
father, then the husband, then the son). Thus in one sutra it is written: “Even should the eyes of 
all the buddhas of the three worlds fall to the earth, women cannot become Buddha.” Another 
text says: “Even if you can capture the clear wind, you can never capture the mind of a 
woman.” -- Buddha - from Selected Writings of Nichiren 


2 66. 


You can also see how women’s “truth” never really exists by the way they relate to men sexually. 
Many men will notice this if they meet up with an ex-girlfriend after a few years of not seeing her. 
She is an entirely different person than who he remembered her as. It is as if the girl he once knew 
was completely false and no longer exists. 
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Empty Vessels 


Men and women are like empty vessels and water — the water conforms itself to the shape of the 
container holding it. In the same way, a woman conforms herself to the man she is with and takes on 
his truths, which makes her appear as his ideal mate - that is, until her rotating polyandry shifts her to 
the next man, then she takes on the new guy’s truths and conforms herself to him in the same way. 


"As a rule, the woman adapts herself to the man, his views become hers, his likes and dislikes 
are shared by her, every word he says is an incentive to her, and the stronger his sexual 
influence on her the more this is so. Woman does not perceive that this influence which man 
has on her causes her to deviate from the line of her own development; she does not look upon 
it as a sort of unwarrantable intrusion; she does not try to shake off what is really an invasion 
of her private life; she is not ashamed of being receptive; on the contrary, she is really pleased 
when she can be so, and prefers man to mould her mentally. She rejoices in being dependent, 
and her expectations from man resolve themselves into the moment when she may be perfectly 
passive." -- Otto Weininger, Sex and Character, Woman and Her Significance in the Universe 


For example, I’ve known one woman for many years now. When I first met her, 
it was through snowmobiling. I was an avid snowmobiler and so was her boyfriend. She was really 
into snowmobiling — just loved it... until after four years, she broke up with her boyfriend. She never 
went sledding again. 
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The next guy she was with though, was 
really into drag-racing. She ended up marrying that guy, and really got into drag-racing. In fact, she 
ended up becoming the President of the Drag Racing Association of the town she lived in... until she 
divorced the guy. Now she couldn’t care less about drag-racing. 


The guy she is currently with is a sheep farmer and breeds border collies on the side. Now she has a 
government job which monitors forage for sheep farmers, and she is a member of the Border Collie 
Breeding Association or something — they travel all around to dog shows etc. and she is really into it. 


That woman is by nature intended to obey is shown by the fact that every woman who is placed 
in the unnatural position of absolute independence at once attaches herself to some kind of 
man, by whom she is controlled and governed; this is because she requires a master. If she, is 
young, the man is a lover; if she is old, a priest.- Schopenhauer, On Women 


Now, does such a woman actually have a personality of her own? No. She finds her personality 
through her man. She has no “truth” of her own — it is always relative and is always subject to 
change. 


This is one of the reasons women give men fitness tests/shit tests. They test him for the strength of 
his character, and if they find him suitable they will conform themselves to him. Thus, it is important 
for men to know themselves, take a position, and staunchly never budge. 


Click Pic for "Testing, Testing...1,2,3... Testing" 
XV. Maintain your state control 


You are an oak tree. You will not be manipulated by crying, yelling, lying, head games, sexual 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 654 of 744 


withdrawal, jealousy ploys, pity plays, shit tests, hot/cold/hot/cold, disappearing acts, or guilt 
trips. She will rain and thunder all around you and you will shelter her until her storm passes. 
She will not drag you into her chaos or uproot you. When you have mastery over yourself, you 
will have mastery over her. — Roissy’s Sixteen Commandments of Poon 


The problem comes in when we falsely believe that men and women are equal, and thus let women 
“lead us.” They can’t, for they are full of relative truth — their truth doesn’t exist, not for long 
anyway. It is why women resent men so much who don’t take the lead. It may satisfy a woman’s ego 
to have her husband grovel before her, but what she needs is for a man to be strong so she can 
conform herself around him. She needs his “truth” in order to find herself through him. 


What’s going on in society is that as a culture we have been failing feminism’s fitness tests and have 


become weak men. 

A man should also never be afraid to lose a woman for once you are in that position, she is the leader 
and he is the follower. If as a culture we are failing feminism's cultural shit tests, the solution is to 
follow the Male Principle and say, "See ya toots!" 


Women are as independent as a tropical fern in a greenhouse in Iceland. 


If the men “leave” the women will follow, because female “independence” is an illusion. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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"The most decisive proof for the correctness of the view that attributes henids to woman and 
differentiated thoughts to man, and that sees in this a fundamental sexual distinction, lies in the 
fact that wherever a new judgment is to be made, (not merely something already settled to be 
put into proverbial form) it is always the case that the female expects from man the clarification 
of her data, the interpretation of her henids. It is almost a tertiary sexual character of the male, 
and certainly it acts on the female as such, that she expects from him the interpretation and 
illumination of her thoughts. It is from this reason that so many girls say that they could only 
marry, or, at least, only love a man who was cleverer than themselves; that they would be 
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repelled by a man who said that all they thought was right, and did not know better than they 
did. In short, the woman makes it a criterion of manliness that the man should be superior to 
herself mentally, that she should be influenced and dominated by the man; and this in itself is 
enough to ridicule all ideas of sexual equality." -- Otto Weininger, Sex and Character, Male and 
Female Characteristics 


“The woman follows the man. In her youth she follows her father and elder brother; when 
married, she follows her husband; when her husband is dead, she follows her son.” — Confucius 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 656 of 744 


Love is for Suckers... Blood Suckers 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Male Female 
Sexuality Sexuality 


1 Male attracted 4 Females attracted 
to 4 Females to 1 Male 


Click Pic for "Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained)" 
In the last section, we discussed the phenomenon of women possessing equal sex drives to men, yet 


different by virtue of being hypergamous. 


The essence of hypergamy is that women are attracted to males who are dominant over them. 
Dominant males are Alpha males. 


But what is it really that “makes” an Alpha male? 


Is one “naturally” an Alpha male or does the Alpha male come into existence because of the sum of 
certain Alpha qualities that he possesses? 


I believe the answer is obvious. It is the nature of certain qualities, or features that are Alpha related, 
which together add up to create an Alpha male. Not all males who are strong and muscular are Alpha 
males just because of that one feature they possess. In fact, some body builders are the wimpiest 
mangina Beta males I have ever met. They couldn’t get a woman naked if their life depended on it. 


All males possess both Alpha and Beta qualities. The more Alpha qualities, the more overall Alpha- 
like that male becomes. The less Alpha qualities, the more Beta-like he becomes. 
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FATHER fis BEST 


Click Pic for "The Suffragetts versus The Truth" 

Often when it is discussed why males of the past were placed in positions of headship in the family 
and society, we declare that it’s because of men’s linear thinking ability. That his natural appeal to 
reason and rationality makes him better suited for these positions as opposed to women, whose multi- 
tasking brains are based more on emotion than cold, hard logic. 


I don’t disagree with that assumption. However, I would like to propose that there could also be a 
further motive for such a divide in gender roles. 


Perhaps society was also structured in such a way to create more “Alpha qualities” amongst the 
greater population of males, thus making a greater range of the male population sexually attractive to 
the females. 

With mainly men in the workplace earning money instead of women, a broader spectrum of the male 
population would appeal to females because of the Alpha quality of money/resources they would 


possess. 


With mainly men in positions of power in society (government etc.), more men would appeal to 
women’s sexual desires because of the power they possessed. 


Who was it that said “Power is the ultimate aphrodisiac.”? 


Why, it was Henry Kissinger. 
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; Now I’m not sure, but somehow I don’t 
think that Kissinger is particularly the type of man that could be considered classically handsome. 


And yet, he managed to nail uber-fembot, Gloria Steinem. 


Poor little Ms. Steinem, despite all that pink slipper stomping, she was still a slave to her biology. 
Ain’t Mother Nature a bitch? 


Male Female 
Sexuality Sexuality 


1 Male attracted 4 Females attracted 
to 4 Females to 1 Male 


Click Pic for "Rotating Polyandry - And Its Enforcers" -- by F. Roger Devlin 


You see, there is not much genetic diversity in the natural herd-like system which works with women 
only humping the 20% of males that are Alphas. There is plenty of diversity from the male side of the 
equation, but little diversity from the female’s side. 


It seems that women’s sexual nature has compensated for this by use of Rotating Polyandry, whereby 
women skip from Alpha male to Alpha male, ensuring that their lifetime supply of 400 eggs get 
fertilized not by just one male but several, in a rotating mating cycle. 


Rotating Polyandry is an interesting concept whereby the whole notion of “love” is based on a mating 
cycle of a few years — enough for a woman to be protected and provided for during the time when she 
is absolutely the most vulnerable. This period would be when she gets pregnant, gives birth, 
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recuperates, and then nurses and cares for the child until it is no longer solely dependent on her for 
survival. (I.e. The child can walk, talk, and feed itself). This should all take around 4 years or so from 
start to finish.* (See study at the bottom of this article). 


Then she moves on to the next male and repeats the process. (Sound familiar?) By going to the next 
male, she would ensure some genetic diversity amongst her offspring and thereby, increase her 


chances of passing on her genes throughout the ages. 


n fact, the whole way that love works 
seems to support this theory. Love to men is based on what he gives. Love to women is based on 
what she gets. Plus, it has been noted many times that women don’t really love men. Only gay men 
love men. Rather, women love being loved. And since, to a woman, being loved means that she 
“gets,” it is fair to say that women actually love money and the trinkets that being in love gets them. 


Women’s love is parasitic. 

Men’s love is the host. 

And this would make sense. If women’s love is based on this parasitic function to ensure her and the 
child’s survival, she would seek out the male with the most power and the most resources. Males with 


these qualities are Alpha males. They are the prime targets for a woman to wish to be “in love” with. 


But anyway, back to the main point of why there might have been a sexual reason for placing men in 
a position of headship in society and the family. 


These positions that men have traditionally held, those of wealth creation, of positions of power in 
society, that of the “head” of the family and so on, are all positions that naturally add to the Alpha 
qualities of males — all males. 
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Natural Female Male Headship 
Sexuality Model 


Ka a @ 


4 Females attracted 


to 1 Male 
Thus, with more males possessing Alpha 


qualities through their societal role of headship, there are more males for the females to be sexually 
attracted to. 


Once this is accomplished, we achieve our genetic diversity amongst the population by bringing more 
of the males directly into the breeding process, rather than relying on women’s tendency for Rotating 
Polyandry. 


Female Sexuality 
Male within 
Sexuality Male Headship 


BBABB 


the males in society into marriage by providing more females who are sexually interested in them, 


What this model does is it brings more of 


and therefore more men in society also have children that are their own and become motivated to 
work. 


Once men have their own children, men willingly become yoked to them and will do whatever it 
takes to ensure their survival. This is what Daniel Amneus calls “putting sex to work” in his free 
online book, The Case for Father Custody 
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Eee 


ith male headship in society and the 
family, more females are attracted to more males and therefore more males get put to work. 


And, of course, due to the male’ s 

linear thinking brain, which invented everything around you with more than two moving parts, when 
all of the men in society start working and inventing and so on, sooner or later you will wind up with 
that great thing we call civilization. 


Now, let’s go back to the concept of Rotating Polyandry and the parasitic nature of women’s 
sexuality. 


Women’s sexuality is designed to take resources from the male in order that she and her child might 
survive. 


Men’s “Alpha qualities” are based on his power and resources. 


The more that a man gives to a woman, the less he has himself. In a sense, he gives his Alpha 
qualities to the woman and in doing so he becomes more Beta. Slowly on, his Beta qualities will 
overcome his Alpha qualities and the woman will find him less desirable compared to other males out 
there who haven’t had the Alpha sucked out of them yet. 


Click Pic for "The Amazon Women (The Science of Why Males Exist)" 
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We see this phenomenon over and over again. Women are complete sex fiends while dating a man, 
then after marriage she becomes less interested in sex... Why? 


Click Pic for "You're Such a Tool!" 

Because she's now in possession of many of his Alpha qualities. They were transferred to her via 
marriage. His paycheck becomes her equal possession whereas before marriage, this resource was his 
alone. His ability to leave is gone, leaving him less negotiating power when she's being shrewish. It 
goes on and on. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Patriarchy" 
With men in positions of headship in society and the family however, there are certain elements of 
his Alpha qualities that the woman cannot suck out of him. No matter what, he will still be the 
breadwinner, he will still be the one with power in society and he will still be the dominant figure 
within the home. Certain parts of a man’s Alpha qualities were protected from being gobbled up by 
the woman. 


Therefore, he still remains more Alpha in the woman’s eyes and thus her sexual attraction for him 
remains greater. This would enable the relationship to endure longer than it would naturally and this 
is something that is needed for the full potential of the “putting sex to work” concept to be realized. 


With the runaway feminism we see in the modern day, this destruction of men’s Alpha qualities is 
even further magnified. 
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A woman earning $60,000/yr does not find a man earning $50,000/yr to possess an Alpha quality 
because of it. 


ith the full force of the corrupted DV Industry 
behind her, the wife's manipulation of State force far exceeds any physical dominance he previously 
had. In fact, she is the physically dominant one within this paradigm because State force allows her to 
push, kick, yell, scream, threaten and intimidate with impunity. He must meekly cower and accept it 
or the State will come in and beat the crap out of him on her behalf. There is nothing too Alpha in 
regard to the man in this situation at all. 


BROKE 


With the Divorce/Alimony/Child Custody Industry behind her, a man’s paycheck (his resource 
dominance) becomes hers whether she keeps him around or not. Another Alpha quality removed 
from men by feminism and the State. 


Click Pic for "The Fine Art of TV Repair" 
With the television running 24/7 in most homes, even men’s intellectual dominance is under attack. 
Remember that most women declare they don’t find men attractive unless he is smarter than her? 
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Well, the only males that are portrayed as intelligent on television are single men. Husbands are 
portrayed as dumb oafs on TV and women are constantly encouraged to scorn their husbands as too 
stupid to do anything right. Let’s not even get into the subject of D’Oprah Winfrey. 


MORE ADVICE I 
PULLED OUT OF 


MY OSS 


J 


Click for "Woman: The Most Responsible Teenager in the House" 


In fact, most of the Psychology and Therapy Industries support this “stupid husband” attack on men 
as well. Virtually all couples/marriage therapists attack the husband by default, declaring that the 
problems in the marriage are his fault because he is too stupid to know how to read his wife’s ever 
changing emotional state with ESP. She changes her emotional state more times than her underwear, 
yet men are somehow stupid for not knowing that what she wants now is entirely different than what 


she wanted a half hour ago. 


NOTHING TO SEE HERE 


KEEP WALKING 


Click Pic for "It's Not Marxism Because..." 


Feminism supports all of this nonsense because they are married to Marxism, which wishes to 


destroy Capitalism and civilization. 


“Overthrowing Capitalism is too small for us. We must overthrow the whole... patriarchy.” -- 
Gloria Steinem 
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They fully well know that destroying marriage will bring us back to this: 


Male Female 
Sexuality 


© 


SE FF JL JE a 


1 Male attracted 4 Females attracted 
to 4 Females to 1 Male 


And they know that when society adheres to this sexual model, men won’t be putting “sex to work” 
and our civilization will return to this: 


But hey, that’s all fine and good - as long as there's gobs of commitment free sex and women don’t 
have to feel "oppressed" in any way. 
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If | get annoying, 
just reach up 
and slap me off. 


Click Pic for "The Keynesian Sexual Marketplace" 
Marriage is already a natural “Beta Maker,” and presents many challenges to men and women’s 
sexuality. 


Feminism took these problems and intensified them to the point of the absurd. 


At least with savages practicing Rotating Polyandry in the past, once the woman had parasitically 
sucked all the Alpha qualities out of a man, the discarded male was at least free from her and could 
go about rebuilding his resources and his life again. 


Not so anymore with Feminism. Nope, now after a man is discarded, the woman can keep a leech like 
sucker attached to him via the State, while she finds another Alpha male to turn into a mere Beta. 


Previous / Index / Next 


"When I started researching this book, I was prepared to rediscover the old saw that 
conventional femininity is nurturing and passive and that masculinity is self-serving, egotistical, 
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and uncaring. But I did not find this. One of my findings here is that manhood ideologies 
always include a criterion of selfless generosity, even to the point of sacrifice. Again and again 
we find that 'real' men are those who give more than they take." -- David Gilmore in his 1990 
book Manhood in the Making 


Excerpt from The Handbook Of Evolutionary Psychology (2005)(pages 259-261) edited by 
David Buss. 


Comparative primate studies sometimes indicate that humans are designed for monogamy. Among 
the monogamous white-handed gibbon (Hylobates lar), the average body weight of an adult male is 
about 1,000 times the weight of the average male’s testes (Dixson, 1998). Among humans, the 
average man’s body weight is about 1,300 times the size of the average man’s testes (Schultz, 1938), 
a ratio similar to the white-handed gibbon. In contrast, the more short-term-orientated common 
chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes) possesses extremely large testes with a body-testes ratio of only 350 
(Dixson & Mundy, 1994), and the polygynous gorilla (Gorilla gorilla) has small testes with a body- 
testes ratio of over 5,000 (Hall-Craggs, 1962). Contradictory evidence regarding mating strategies 
exists in comparisons of primate seminal volume, sperm structure, and sperm quality (Baker & Bellis, 
1995; Dixson, 1993; Moller, 1988). Overall, Dixson (1998) concluded that human male reproductive 
physiology is consistent with both monogamous and polygynous mating, providing only mixed 
support for the view that humans are monogamous. Humans display extreme levels of altriciality 
compared to other primates, requiring large parental investments and possessing a relatively delayed 
adolescence (T.M. Mueller, 1999). 


Mate desertion is generally associated with lower infant survival in foraging cultures (Hill & 
Hurtado, 1996), another indication that humans are designed for monogamy. Finally, humans 
possess several neurophysiological systems of attachment linked with pairbonding and monogamy 
across species (Fisher, 1998; Hazan & Zeifman, 1999; Young, 2003). Fisher (1992) suggests that 
human patterns of weaning, birth spacing, divorce, and remarriage all point to a system of serial 
monogamy. It takes about 4 years to wean a child in hunter-gatherer cultures, and birth spacing in 
a foraging environment averages about 4 years (Blurton Jones 1986). Many divorces occur 
between the fourth and sixth year of marriage (Fisher, 1989, 1992), and men who practice serial 
monogamy are more reproductively successful than men who stay married to the same woman for a 
lifetime. Women who mate serially do not have reproductive advantage over other women (Buckle, 
Gallup, & Rodd, 1996). 


Further Reading: 


Science Can't Stop Proving Me Right -- Chateau Heartiste 
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Sex Sells (Hypergamy Explained) 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


The following scenes and quotes come from Legends of the Fall, the movie which cemented Brad 
Pitt’s status as a sex symbol throughout our culture. Pitt’s character, Tristan Ludlow, had long 
flowing hair and looked wild. He was the untamed one in the family, so tough that nothing could hurt 
him; he and the grizzly once shared blood and now they were one spirit. 
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A woman would likely be wise to stay away from such a man, this character with a raw animal streak 
running through his soul... but yet, there is a soft side to him, a sliver of emotion that he hides, and 
reveals only to the women he loves. 


Yes, the quintessential love interest... 
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Yourre'good at everythingly.ou try to do, 
iim sureiit'll be thelsamelwith fucking. 


he setting of the scene from which this quote comes is one in 
which Tristan (Pitt) is sitting outside talking with his younger brother Samuel (Henry Thomas), who 
is home from college with his fiancée Susannah (Julia Ormond). Samuel, a virgin, shyly inquires of 
his more experienced brother about the ways of sex and how to make sure he is “good at it,” because 
Susannah has said she does not want to wait for marriage... 


D 


Oh, you're Aot 
Dr gi . 
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Tristan: Samuel, God bless you. You are good at everything you do. I’m sure it'll be the same with 


fucking. 


Samuel: Tristan, really. We’re talking about my future wife. 


Tristan: Oh, you re not going to fuck her? 


Samuel: No! I’m planning to “be” with her. 


Tristan: / recommend fucking. 


Samuel: You re impossible! 
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Tristan: You brought it up! 


My goodness, Tristan! 


How could you talk about a woman in such a disrespectful way? 


hat is not how Nice Guys™ talk about women! Nice 
Guys™ know that women are delicate creatures whose sexuality must be respected. For her to lower 
herself to a man’s level and have sex with him indicates that a Nice Guy™ must worship her body, 
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mind and spirit as the precious jewels which they so obviously are... 
And how come women still find your character so sexy, Tristan? How can you suggest taking that 
nubile young woman and fucking her rather than “being” with her? I wonder how many women in the 


theatre smirked when they heard that line... "I'd recommend fucking."? 


What’s up with that? 


imgflip. corm 


And to the readers of this fine blog who thought those lines were humor directed at the males in the 
audience, I encourage you to unplug from the fematrix and realign your mind with notion that the 
above scene, including the raw language, was in the movie solely for the women, with the intention 
of creating a character which females desire. 
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Male Female 
Sexuality Sexuality 


AA 
A! 
BBABB 
1 Male attracted 4 Females attracted 
to 4 Females to 1 Male 


Click Pic for "Male and Female: Equal but Different" 
Society would have us believe that it is the men in society that are sex obsessed. Men are the ones 
who cannot control themselves. But remember, in the last section we discussed that men and women 
are polar opposites who are necessarily equal but different, and thus women’s sex drives are also 
equal to men’s, but different. 


While men may think about the act of sex on a frequent basis, women equally think about being sexy 
to a similar degree. They actively put on make-up, do their hair, wear push up bras and revealing 
clothes, and they are continually concerned if their jeans make their ass look big (no, your big ass 
makes your ass look big). The obvious motive of “looking sexy” is to attract sexual attention. What 
did you think it was for? 


omen’s natural sexual desire, however, 
is to have sex with a male who is dominant over them. They don’t want to sleep with a Nice Guy™ 
who respects them; there is no excitement in that. They want a man who takes control of them and 
fucks them. “Making love” is for suckers. Wimps “make love” and talk about “being” with the 
glorious creature known as woman. Women would rather be dominated and get fucked. 


We men rarely talk about sex, however. Men behave completely opposite of women, who talk 
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amongst themselves about the most intimate details of the sex act, from their partner’s physical 
attributes and performance to the daily ins and outs of their relationships. Men, on the other hand, 
rarely discuss the actual details of sex nor do men relate the turgid tale of the “mating dance” which 
got them into their sorry predicament with a woman in the first place. 


But women never shy away from talking 
about sex. Men fail themselves miserably by allowing feminists to dominate all talk about sexual 
relations between humans. 


Feminists, in their attempt to destroy civilization, have tried to take this natural sexual phenomenon 
of women being attracted to domination and twisted it into something which it is not. They have 
insinuated there is something evil about the natural sexual interactions between man and woman. 


One wonders how many of my good readers have ever picked up a romance novel. Not many, I 
would guess, as this genre of literature is aimed solely at a female audience. Romance novels are to 
women what Penthouse magazine is to men: Pornography intent on titillating the natural sexuality 
that exists within. 
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FIFTY SHADES 


OF GREY 


EL JAMES 


romance novels that women read? Well, here’s a clue... he is not a Nice Guy™! 


And who is the stereotypical masculine love object in the 


No indeed! There is usually a Nice Guy™ somewhere in the story line — he is the one who gets 
replaced by the dominant rogue who at first infuriates the main character with his callousness, while 
at the same time intriguing her. 


The plot builds as does the sexual tension between the main character and the antagonist. He is a 
brute, an animal... uncontrollable. She is a lady and does not consort with the likes of him — and yet, 
something about his demeanor makes this man linger in her mind even when she is not in his 
presence... and that makes her angry at him. She becomes determined not to give in to the advances 
of this knave. She is a princess, after all. 


The Harlequin climax arrives in a scene where the woman finds herself alone with this bull of a man. 
There is passion, electricity... he makes his move... she resists and pushes him away, but he is not 
willing to back down so easily. This beast’s sexual desire for our fair maiden roars as if it were an 
uncontrollable inferno. He grabs her roughly in his arms. She feels his raw strength as he pulls her 
into his muscular chest and lowers his mouth over hers. 


“No,” she mumbles half-heartedly, “I mustn’t!” 


Our rogue listens not, and continues ravaging our heroine with his lips when she feels his strong hand 
cup her breast, causing her nipple to harden beneath her thin blouse... 


She can resist no more; her own animal desires begin to overcome her rationality. She gives in and 
lets this beast take her. Her clothing comes of quickly and roughly amidst the passionate kisses... she 
is no longer in control, the universe has overwhelmed her... she feels his hardness enter her, 
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penetrating both her body and soul as their passion develops into a surreal experience that transcends 
life itself... 


Yes, this is women's porn! 


Click Pic for "Testing, Testing... 1,2,3... Testing" 
And in women’s porn, she gets dominated. In fact, by all legal standards of the modern day, women’s 
porn involves being sexually assaulted and then raped by a man who ends up completely owning her 


entire existence. 


And women buy these books and read them for a sexual thrill — men don’t write this shit, nor do they 
buy it or read it. 


This is the essence of female sexual seduction: He makes his move... she resists... he doesn’t take no 


for an answer... she resists some more... his animal desire for her prevents him from stopping... she 
says no again, but this time only half heartedly... he continues, and she finally gives in and submits, 
so overwhelmed is she with desire that things are completely out of her control. 

She gets dominated by a man who is superior to her. 

And notice that the dominate man is not “with” her. 

Nope. 


He fucks her. 


Perhaps this is why the sexual fantasizing of being “forced” to have sex is so popular with women. 
Being “forced” to have sex is essentially rape, and yet numerous women actually masturbate to the 


fantasy of this crime. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 679 of 744 


Have you ever masturbated to the thought of your car getting stolen? 


The eroticism of being dominated and “forced” is that it allows the submissive to do things they 
would not normally do — to come out of their shell, as it were. She may deny that she is the type of 
girl who will willingly do certain kinky things, but if she is being dominated and is told to do them 


then she can partake in these deep desires without having to blame herself for it — she was “forced” to 
do it, after all. (This is the essence of most BDSM, btw). 


PornGif.org 


Another favourite fantasy among women 
is getting a good spanking from her man. 


Yes, the amount of ladies that are turned on by the thought of being put over a man’s knee and having 
her bare bottom smacked is truly amazing. And... how dominant of the man and submissive of her. 


All Pick Up Artists (PUA’s) know that women desire to be dominated — this is the PUA’s entire 
game. The techniques may vary, but essentially all successful PUA’s spend their time around a 
woman establishing dominance over her. 


The PUA does not monkey around with “respecting” her and glorifying her with trite comments of 
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her being a “strong woman.” That’s what Nice Guy’s™ do. The PUA lets a woman know pretty 
quickly that he wants sex from her. He is a lover, not a friend. He finds something to tease her about, 
putting her down in a fun way, to establish dominance. When they walk off the dance floor, he puts 
his hand on the small of her back so he can gently direct where she walks - taking control of her. He 
basically spends his entire “game” displaying that he is superior to her — be it physically, emotionally, 
cerebrally or whatever else. The PUA knows that if she views him as superior to her, he can have her 
panties around her ankles in no time. 


In fact, the act of sex itself can be viewed as the ultimate act of dominance and submission between a 
man and a woman. 


Think about it. What could be more submissive than to be a woman whose body is penetrated and 
humped madly until she is left full of a man’s semen, essentially leaving her “bred.” 


The sex act itself is domination and submission, and while a man may find it erotic to look down and 
see the submissive woman he is screwing, the equal opposite is that she finds it erotic to look up at 
the dominant man who is screwing her. Notice that in the act of sex it is usually considered to be the 
man that is “doing” her, rather than the other way around. 


This is the essence of hypergamy. Hypergamy is basically a desire for dominance from one’s mate. 


Women are definitely hypergamous. 


Click Pic for "Generalizing in a Politically Correct World" 
Don’t believe me? 


Have a look at the next 10 couples you meet. 
Who is taller, the male or the female? You will notice that females nearly universally date men that 


are taller than them. A 5’ 10” woman will be dating a 6’1” male. A 5’ 6” woman will date a 5’ 8” 
male. But it is pretty rare to find the 5’ 10” woman dating the 5’ 8” male. 
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Who makes more money, the male or the female? You will find nearly universally that the man 
makes more money than the female. Male lawyers date female secretaries. Male doctors date female 
nurses. Male factory workers date waitresses. This is nearly universal. What is hard to find is the 
female doctor dating the male nurse, or the female CEO dating the struggling male poet. 


Click Pic for "The Garden of Eden, Empty Vessels and Relative Truth" 
Who is more intelligent, the male or the female? It is pretty common even for females to admit that 
they must date men who are smarter than themselves. 


Why do women nearly universally list confidence as a sexually attractive trait in a male? Because 
confident males are dominant males, that’s why. Confidence is derived from the power one 
possesses. 


Females are naturally attracted to males that are dominant over them. 


Feminists are furious at this natural phenomenon in much the same way they are furious that women 
are the natural bearers of children. From their anger against heterosexuality, they've attacked both 
men and women by trying to criminalize human sexual behaviour, telling women the kind of sex they 
naturally desire, the kind women themselves read and fantasize about it in Harlequin romance novels, 
is in fact rape: 
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“Compare victims’ reports of rape 
with women’s reports of sex. They look a lot alike... [T]he major distinction between 
intercourse (normal) and rape (abnormal) is that the normal happens so often that one cannot 
get anyone to see anything wrong with it.” — Catharine MacKinnon, quoted in Christina Hoff 
Sommers, “Hard Line Feminists Guilty of Ms.-Representation,” Wall Street Journal, November 7, 
1991. 


“And if the professional rapist is to be separated from the average dominant heterosexual 
[male], it may be mainly a quantitative difference.” — Susan Griffith, Rape: The All-American 
Crime 


Without the typically virulent feminist anger, the following concept could easily be described in an 
erotic way, suitable for a romance novel: 


“Men’s sexuality is mean and violent, and men so powerful that they can ‘reach WITHIN 
women to fuck/construct us from the inside out.’ Satan-like, men possess women, making their 
wicked fantasies and desires women’s own. A woman who has sex, therefore, does so against 
her own will. , ‘even if she does not feel forced.’” — Judith Levine, (explicating comment profiling 
prevailing misandry.) 
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Even the dominating act of a man filling a woman with his semen, the very act that causes life itself, 
is sought to be criminalized and degraded by feminists: 


“Women are kept, maintained and contained through terror, violence and the spray of 
semen...” — Cheryl Clarke, “Lesbianism, An Act of Resistance,” in This Bridge Called My Back: 
Writing By Radical Women of Color 


How odd then that most women seem to downright prefer to have bareback sex. Why, it is as if they 
actually enjoy getting this terrifying semen inside their bodies! 


Yes indeed. And when a woman actually has good, enjoyable sex — the kind that grips her body with 
a shuddering orgasm - this is apparently a bad thing according to feminists as well: 


"Right there... oh yeah, just like that... Oh! OH! OOH! The Oppression!" 
“When a woman reaches orgasm with a man she is only collaborating with the patriarchal 
system, eroticizing her own oppression.” — Sheila Jeffrys 


Perhaps she is eroticizing her own “oppression” because it is what naturally gets her rocks off. Why 
is it chic and cool to keep a vibrator in the nightstand, but “oppressive” and degrading to orgasm from 
the natural act of sex? 


Men did not plant this idea in women’s head that they must be submissive. In fact, since most men 
are beta-male Nice Guys™ who talk and act respectfully to women while never getting laid by them, 
it is pretty obvious that it is not men who are responsible for this phenomenon of domination- 
submission that causes women to get turned on. Most Nice Guys™ believe the exact opposite — that 
if he glorifies and praises her, she will like him more. Wrong! 


No, men did not “force” women into submission — women naturally desire men who are better than 
them. They want men who are taller than them, who are smarter than them, who are richer than them. 
Women sexually desire men who are more powerful than them — and this power naturally exudes 
from a man who possesses it in the form of confidence. 


Yes, hypergamy. 
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This does not mean that a// men make more money than women, nor that a// men are smarter or more 
powerful than women... it just means that a woman does not find men who have failed to surpass her 
own power to be sexually attractive to her. A 5’10” woman is obviously taller than a 5’8” man, but 
the odds are that she is not sleeping with short stuff. She is most likely sleeping with the 61” man 
that lives next door to him while the short man is likely dating a woman even shorter than himself. 


Spank me. 


Dominance has an equal opposite: Submission. 


In my next post, I will attempt to explain how hypergamy existed in the past, and how it has been 
manipulated in the present as a weapon against men, women and civilization. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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"It is almost a tertiary sexual character of the male, and certainly it acts on the female as such, 
that she expects from him the interpretation and illumination of her thoughts. It is from this 
reason that so many girls say that they could only marry, or, at least, only love a man who was 
cleverer than themselves; that they would be repelled by a man who said that all they thought 
was right, and did not know better than they did. Jn short, the woman makes it a criterion of 
manliness that the man should be superior to herself mentally, that she should be influenced and 
dominated by the man; and this in itself is enough to ridicule all ideas of sexual equality." -- Otto 
Weininger, Sex and Character, Male and Female Characteristics 
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Male and Female: Equal But Different 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Click Pic for "The Masculine Principle" 
Males and females are polar opposites. They are as up is to down as night is to day. One thing that is 


common to all opposites is that by the very nature of being opposite, they must be equal. If they were 
not equal, it would be impossible for them to be opposite. In any given year, at any spot on earth, 
there are an exactly equal amount of daytime hours and nighttime hours. The same is true of males 
and females; they are polar opposites and therefore are equal. However, we are not talking about 
legal equality here, but rather the essence that makes “male” and “female” has equality unique unto 
itself. 


In terms of intelligence, men and women are equal in that the average IQ of all males is equal to the 
average IQ of all females. There is a difference in how these equal intelligences are arrived at 
however. 


Female intelligence is clustered around the mean far more than male intelligence. There is far less 
variation in female intelligence. To put it more simply, the female population’s intelligence tends to 
be concentrated in greater numbers around the average IQ of 100, while the male population has a 
greater range on both the high and low IQ scale. A far greater percentage of female IQ’s reside 
between 90 to 110 than males, while conversely, males inhabit the extremes of IQ between 70 to 130 
in far greater percentage than females. The more you go to the extremes, the more it becomes 
virtually all male, in both high and low. 
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When one takes all of the IQ’s of the 
female population into account to find an average IQ, and then takes all of the IQ’s of the male 
population to find their average, the collective IQ’s of the two sexes are virtually identical, even 
though there are vast differences in their variability. 


When one looks at “happiness,” we find the same thing as we find in intelligence. Researchers have 
discovered that when they ask men to rate the periods of their lives where they feel satisfied or 
dissatisfied, they find that men have a major “spike” of dissatisfaction commonly known as Mid-Life 
Crisis. But, when asking the females, what they find is that women do not have a major mid life crisis 
like men; however, they have several “mini” mid life crises that occur at various times in their cycle 
of life. 


When the researchers total up all of the time in a male’s life to find his “average” happiness and 
compare it to the female’s average happiness throughout her life, what they find is that both males 
and females have almost the identical average amount of happiness in their respective lives. 
However, the male’s midlife crisis is far more intense than anything the typical female will ever 
experience — but, he only goes through it once. 


It's true that most of the world's powerful people are 
men. Most world leaders, billionaires and corporate CEO's are indeed male. But so are the world's 
least powerful people mostly male - 85% of the homeless are men. More men rise to the top than 
women, but more men fail at life and fall through the cracks as well. 
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el J 4 
If we look at sin, or good and evil, what would you expect to find except again the same 
phenomenon? The 9/11 Terrorists were reportedly male, but so were most of the firemen who 
sacrificed their lives saving others when the towers collapsed. Hitler and Ghandi were both males - 
the worst and best of humanity both in the same spectrum but at different ends, just like IQ. 


While men are certainly physically stronger than women, they are also more likely to succumb to the 
top ten fatal diseases and on average die seven years earlier than women. Who is stronger? The 
willow or the oak? 


When a boy is bad it is very noticeable and often in the form of an outburst or some form of physical 
aggression. It is very hard to miss a male’s evil because its nature is overt and it occurs as a “spike.” 
Male aggression is stereotypically to hit, kick, shout or destroy something. The boy may go through 
long periods of “nothing” followed by a spike that is hard to ignore. 


| AS A girl, on the other hand, uses covert 
aggression. More commonly this is known as “Social Aggression” or “Relational Aggression” and it 
is stereotypically a female form of aggression. Its nature is to use gossip and social manipulation to 
hurt the targeted party, and this necessarily occurs over a longer period of time and is less visible than 
the male’s aggression. 


What we end up seeing is that male aggression occurs as a noticeable spike that lasts only a short 
time while female aggression is less intense but lasts over a longer period of time. When we average 
out the two forms of aggression, we again will find that both male and female are equal, but different. 
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Male 


Female a 


The essence of “maleness” is that things 
occur with infrequent but large “spikes” while the essence of “femaleness” is that things occur with 
more frequent but less identifiable “rhythms.” When one averages them out, men and women are 
equal yet they have gotten to their equal averages by different means. 


Now, to the point of “equal but different,” it must also be noted that male and female sex drives are 
equal but different in the same manner as the above examples. 


Jack Kammer, in his online book, If Men Have All The Power, How Come Women Make The Rules? 
said it best, so I will steal his example: 


Male Female 
Sexuality Sexuality 


INTERNET, 


Male sexuality is like a pushy door to door salesman; it picks one target and gets in your face so 
much that you simply cannot ignore it. 


Female sexuality, however, is like annoying junk mail. It is everywhere and steadily drones on and on 
at everybody, whether they are the intended target or not. 


While males may think about the sex act itself more than women, the equal opposite is that women 
think about being “sexy” to the same degree. 
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Males and females have equal sex drives but they work differently. Even physically, men and women 
are equally sexual. 


Men have fewer but far more intense erogenous zones, while women have erogenous zones located 
all over their bodies. In fact, it is fair to say that a woman’s entire body is an erogenous zone that is 
dispersed with lowered sexual sensitivity but over a greater area, making it equal to the man’s. This is 
why women are so much more into “intimacy” and the mental aspects of sex. Her entire body is 
involved in having sex whereas only certain, but more intense, parts of the male’s body are. 


Click Pic for "Women Want Sex More Than Men" 

In the end of it all, men and women both have equal desires to have sex and to be sexual creatures, 
although they are expressed in different ways. Women have their biological clocks and get “baby 
rabies” that demand of them to go out and get impregnated with the same intense irrationalness that 
men display when they are willing to do anything to copulate with a female - including the 
willingness to commit treason or sell out one’s own mother. 


"Contrary to the general opinion, there is no difference in the total sexual impulses of the 
sexes.../...Any such idea comes from a confusion between the desire for a thing and the stimulus 
towards the active part in securing what is desired.../...It is important to distinguish between the 
intensity with which sexual matters are pursued and the proportion of the total activities of life 
that are devoted to them and to their accessory cares." -- Otto Weininger, Sex and Character, 


Male and Female Sexuality. 


It is horribly inaccurate for one to say that only men want sex. It is far more accurate to say that both 
men and women want sex equally. In fact, the only imperatives of all living things is to: 1). Survive, 
so that one can: 2). Reproduce. All other things are in support of these two imperatives that are 
universal to all living things. Males and females both have an equal desire to do this. Sex is the core 
of existence itself. 


We may think that we humans are smarter than animals, but when it comes to sexual instinct we are 
animals that follow the same mating patterns as most other species in the animal kingdom. 
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Male 
Sexuality 


1 Male attracted 
to 4 Females 


Female 
Sexuality 


b 2 w 


4 Females attracted 


to 1 Male , , , 
This has become even more evident since 


the sexual revolution arrived and women became free from pregnancy via the pill, and free from the 


social stigmas associated with being a “loose” woman. 


One needs only to look at studies of sexually transmitted disease by gender to see that STD’s affect a 
far greater percentage of the female population than the male population. There is a reason for this: 
80% of the females are sleeping with 20% of the males, and those males are the alpha males in 
society. Humans have reverted back to the mating instincts found in most of the animal kingdom 
where the alpha males breed most of the females, while the beta males breed with none. 


Again, you can see that male sexuality and female sexuality are “equal yet opposite.” 


This “equal-opposite” aspect of sexuality is essential in understanding patriarchy and why things 
were set up in certain ways, which I will attempt to describe and explain in the next section. 
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Further Reading: 


Sex, Mathematics, And Political Correctness -- by Fred Reed 


Rats (Or, He Chases Her Until She Catches Him) 


Women More Promiscuous at Sex than Men 


“Really, women’s desire is not relational, it’s narcissictic.’ — it’s dominated by the yearnings of 
‘self-love,’ by the wish to be the object of erotic admiration and sexual need. Still, on the subject of 
narcissism, she talked about research indicating that, in comparison with men, women’s erotic 
fantasies center less on giving pleasure and more on getting it. ‘When it comes to desire,’ she added, 
-- Sex and Relationships, Bonobo Sex, and ‘Lady 


339 


‘women may be far less relational than men. 


Boners’: Is Women’s Desire Really That Confusing? — by Vanessa Richmond 


From Belfort Bax's 1913 piece The Fraud of Feminism pp.25-27 


Now let us consider the whole of the differentiations of the mental character between man and 
woman in the light of a further generalisation which is sufficiently obvious in itself and which has 
been formulated with special clearness by the late Otto Weininger in his remarkable 
book,"Geschlecht und Charakter" (Sex and Character). I refer to the observations contained in 
Section II.,Chaps. 2 and 3. 


The point has been, of course, previously noted, and the present writer, among others, has on various 
occasions called special attention to it. But its formulation and elaboration by Weininger is the most 
complete I know. The truth in question consists in the fact, undeniable to all those not rendered 
impervious to facts by preconceived dogma, that, as I have elsewhere put it, while man has a sex, 
woman is a sex. Let us hear Weininger on this point. "Woman is only sexual, man is also sexual. 
Alike in time and space this difference may be traced in man, parts of his body susceptible to sexual 
excitement are small in number and strictly localised. In woman sexuality is diffused over the whole 
body, every contact on whatever part excites her sexually." 


Weininger points out that while the sexual element in man, owing to the physio-logical character of 
the sexual organs, may be at times more violent than that in woman, yet that it is spasmodic and 
occurs in crises separated by intervals of quiescence. In woman, on the otherhand, while less 
spasmodic, it is continuous. The sexual instinct with man being, as he styles it, "anappendix" and no 
more, he can raise himself mentally entirely outside of it. "He is conscious of it as of something which 
he possesses but which is not inseparate from the rest of his nature. He can view it objectively. With 
woman this is not the case; the sex element is part of her whole nature. Hence, it is not as with man, 
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clearly recognisable in local manifestations, but subtly affects the whole life of the organism. For this 
reason the man is conscious of the sexual element within him as such, whereas the woman is 
unconscious of it as such. It is not for nothing that in common parlance woman is spoken of as 'the 
sex.'In this sexual differentiation of the whole life-nature of woman from man, deducible as it is from 
physiological andanatomical distinctions, lies the ground of those differentiations of function which 
culminate in the fact that while mankind in its intellectual moral and technical development is 
represented in the main by Man, Woman has continued to find her chief function in the direct 
procreation of the race." 


"The central organizing principle of primate social life is competition between females and especially 
female lineages... Females should be, if anything, more competitive than males, not less, although the 
manner in which females compete may be less direct, less boisterous, and hence, more difficult to 
measure" -- The Woman That Never Evolved -- by Sarah Blaffer Hrdy 


“Study debunks stereotype that men think about sex all day long” 


[T]he research discredits the persistent stereotype that men think about sex every seven seconds, 
which would amount to more than 8,000 thoughts about sex in 16 waking hours. In the study, the 
median number of young men’s thought about sex stood at almost 19 times per day. Young women in 
the study reported a median of nearly 10 thoughts about sex per day. 


As a group, the men also thought about food almost 18 times per day and sleep almost 11 times per 
day, compared to women’s median number of thoughts about eating and sleep, at nearly 15 times and 
about 8 1/2 times, respectively. — Medical Xpress 


(*** Please note, even though I posted this to show how stupid this meme has become, one still has 
to realize the way feminist researchers came to this "once every X seconds" BS is by taking the 
amount of hours one spends in a day thinking about such things, then dividing it by the amount of 
seconds in a day, and coming up with every seven or fifteen, or whatever seconds, to make it seem 
like men are stunted rapists thinking about sex constantly. What they are really saying is that men 
thought about sex for 15 minutes, multiplied by X per day (maybe three times, or six times a day), 
which is not surprising, and then divided the total amount of those times into how many seconds are 
in each day. It is totally bogus propaganda which was used to fuel the rape industry. So men think 
about sex for 10 minutes at a time, 8 times a day, while women think about sex 7 times a day for 5 
minutes. Does that really make men into walking hardons that are looking for easy rape victims?) 
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From Otto Weininger's Sex and Character, Male and Female Sexuality 


Woman is only sexual, man is partly sexual, and this difference reveals itself in various ways. The 
parts of the male body by stimulation of which sexuality is excited are limited in area, and are 
strongly localised, whilst in the case of the woman, they are diffused over her whole body, so that 
stimulation may take place almost from any part. When in the second chapter of Part I., I explained 
that sexuality is distributed over the whole body of both sexes, I did not mean that, therefore, the 
sense organs, through which the definite impulses are stimulated, were equally distributed. There 
are, certainly, areas of greater excitability, even in the case of the woman, but there is not, as in 
the man, a sharp division between the sexual areas and the body generally. 


The morphological isolation of the sexual area from the rest of the body in the case of man, may be 
taken as symbolical of the relation of sex to his whole nature. Just as there is a contrast between the 
sexual and the sexless parts of a man's body, so there is a time-change in his sexuality. The female is 
always sexual, the male is sexual only intermittently. The sexual instinct is always active in 
woman (as to the apparent exceptions to this sexuality of women, I shall have to speak later on), 
whilst in man it is at rest from time to time. And thus it happens that the sexual impulse of the 
male is eruptive in character and so appears stronger. The real difference between the sexes is 
that in the male the desire is periodical, in the female continuous. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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A Guide to Birdwatching 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"A man strives to get direct mastery over things either by understanding them or by 
compulsion. But a woman is always and everywhere driven to indirect mastery, namely through 
a man; all her direct mastery being limited to him alone." -- Arthur Schopenhauer, On Women, 
1851. 


Yup! That's actually me! 
Many men love to stroll through the lush forests of the Manosphere, as there is much to see and 
behold. One can find all sorts of things, from young saplings yearning to reach the open sky, to 
mighty sequoias offering a sense of security in their strength, along with respite from the outer heat 
within the ambiance of their shade. 


As one walks through this unique atmosphere, it is quite common to hear the chirping of several 
different types of birds. The birds are part of the forest and therefore I would like to provide the 
following Guide to Bird Watching in the Manosphere. 


One might spot an Elusive Wife perched on a branch overhanging your path. You veterans know her 
well. She is the one who has the perfect life; her marriage is free from strife, her children are raised 
the perfect way, and you’ll see her in church twice on Sunday. She will pleasure her husband anytime 
he desires, sex in their marriage is still burning fires. “Her home cuisine is delicious,” she insists he 
will say, and to top it all off, from this path she’ll never foray. 


The Elusive Wife is most often a traditional stay-at-home mom who believes in the message of the 
manosphere. She’s the one who never lets any man forget that "he should keep on looking because 
there are still good women out there!" Her song goes something like this: "Look at me! Look at me! 
This is how it can be! Look at me!" 
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The Elusive Wife appears to support 
men's issues, but really, those more jaded and experienced within "The Movement" will recognize 
that the Elusive Wife is concerned about men mainly because she is scared shitless of them waking 
up to the scam. She wants men to return to their masculine role of pandering to women's every whim, 
slaving away like a mindless drone for her and her children. It is noteworthy that the Elusive Wife's 
husband never comes online, gushing about his wonderful life with his wonderful wife. Nope, only 
she speaks of how blissfully contented her husband is with her. He smartly (or cowardly) remains 
silent. 


The Elusive Wife says she is interested in men's issues, but what she really wants is to ensure that 
men keep serving women. She does this because, deep down, she knows she would be screwed if it 
were any other way. She knows she is a preferred human and wants desperately to maintain that 
concept. She has a manipulated man-slave at her finger tips and she damn well knows what a good 
con-game women have been running for thousands of years. 


other species which may appear is 
from the genus Meats T You can tell a Mountainous Mammarious is in your neck 
of the woods because of her distinctive call, "DEE DEE! DEE DEE!" 


She too fully believes in men's issues, and that's why she plunks her self-described Victoria Secret 
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satin pantied ass (page 9, item C), right in the midst of as many men as she can find. She brightens up 
the whole board with her cheerful song, "DEE DEE! DEE DEE!" which is interspersed amongst 
every comment she makes. 


She agrees with everything and befriends all. She often provides some useful services to humanity, 
like informing men of what it is like to grow breasts, menstruate, or have an ovary removed. The only 


thing she complains about is how uncomfortable it is to always have her lacy, Victoria Secret 
brassiere straps (page 11, item B) cutting into her back, due to the imbalanced weight proportioned 
towards her front. You see, she helps men better understand things from a woman's perspective. She 
flits in and out of blogs and forums, always spreading her good will towards her new found friends, 
and of course, announcing her arrivals and departures with her cheerful song, "DEE, DEE! DEE, 
DEE... Dee, Dee... Deeeee, deeeee....” 


A third species of woman is rather an 
interesting one which is called Meritorious Mediocrus in Latin. Meritorious Mediocrus is perceived 
as a great Amazon bird of prey to many of those within men’s circles. Tales of her exploits become 
legendary and her name is revered wherever she goes. Even in far away lands, children are regaled 
with stories about the brave and mighty Meritorious Mediocrus. 


There is a natural problem built within the species Meritorious Mediocrus though, and this is why 
some experts wish to rename this bird as Annika Sorenstamus. You see, Meritorious Mediocrus gets 
an enormous amount of attention for placing 96th out of 111, simply for being a woman. No-one 
knows who was 97th, 95th or even 5th - but everyone knows when Meritorious Mediocrus places in 
the bottom 15% of the field, and she receives gratuitous adulation for her accomplishments. 


We see this same phenomenon all throughout society. A woman accomplishes something "great" 
simply by becoming, say, a firefighter. In fact, a newspaper story might appear on the front page 
because of this particular example of a Meritorious Mediocrus, and sumptuously entertain the readers 
with her heroism in becoming a firefighter. A man, however, who is stronger, faster and has fifteen 
years experience on her, will not receive any praise for his "accomplishments" unless he charges 
fearlessly into a blazing orphanage and single handedly rescues a dozen toddlers. Then of course, 
when he is done, he sees a little girl crying that her kitten is still trapped inside. So the male 
firefighter again gallantly dashes into the inferno, intending to rescue the kitten, only for the entire 
building to collapse upon him, killing him instantly. That story will make the eighth page in the same 
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newspaper. 


The problem with Meritorious Mediocrus stems from her fame and influence far outstripping her 
insights and accomplishments. The effect of this is that the lower end of the spectrum tends to have a 
louder, more influential voice than the higher end of the spectrum. And somehow, there is just 
something not right about that. It’s like the natural hierarchy of the universe gets turned upside down. 


A FAL EE +k ; 
The fourth type of bird one may encounter hails from the species of Achievus Consensus. This bird's 
entire purpose in life seems to revolve around convincing men that they will accomplish absolutely 
nothing unless they manage to get women onboard. (She might cite examples of how men completely 
failed to create a civilization because women didn't participate). As absurd as it sounds to an outsider, 
Achievus Consensus has some kind of magical hypnotism in her song that makes men agree that, 
indeed, no flock of sheep can properly succeed without a sufficient number of wolves in its midst. 


Despite her hypnotic melody, however, when one digs deeper down it becomes apparent that while 
Achievus Consensus knows a few peripheral issues, when push comes to shove she knows nothing of 
substance. Biologists often argue whether Achievus Consensus is from the greater Cuckoo genus or if 
she is just a crossbreed of the Elusive Wife and the Meritorious Mediocrus. 


There is a good case to be made for the crossbreed theory of Achievus Consensus in that she is 
sometimes very active like the Meritorious Mediocrus while at the same time displaying some traits 
of the Elusive Wife. She never lets you forget how much she is doing for your benefit while at the 
same time reminding you that she, and other women, are not all like that. 


I, however, tend to agree more with the theory that Achievus Consensus is a sub-species of the 
Cuckoo because of her continual shaming references to what other women, not her, think about our 
views. The Cuckoo theory is further backed up in that the Achievus Consensus seems stuck on the 
belief that men somehow have to convince women to let them do want they want. Achievus 
Consensus talks like men are small children who need to ask Mom's permission to play outside after 
supper. 
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Now, although I am describing several completely different species here, one should not forget that 
they are still from the same overall family within the animal kingdom. This reality is starkly revealed 
when a man dares to challenge one of them. The flocking instinct of these creatures automatically 
kicks in and they all gather together, descending upon the transgressing man as if in a scene from 
Hitchcock's The Birds. 


Of course, men rarely stick up for other men at the best of times, so the offending man is often left 
outnumbered. Even worse, some of the other men in the near vicinity were lured in by the message of 
the Elusive Wife, because she always sings of a dream which he once had, but never attained. Other 
men are still thinking about the Mountainous Mammarious' Victoria Secret satin panties, which he 
looked up online after she let it "slip" that they were the ones one Page 9, Item C. Several men will 
have enormous respect for the achievements of Meritorious Mediocrus, thinking those achievements 
make her above reproach, while others are still in a hypnotic trance from listening to the song of 
Achievus Consensus, who has been admonishing them to get women onboard so "they can 


accomplish something." 


The result? 


Well, no other man will dare speak up once he sees how all the birds attack, as if eagles plucking at 
Prometheus' liver, and more, how few of the other men will even try to shoo the eagles away. 
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Soon, all the men are "kept in line" and with everything they write there will be a subconscious 
concern that the women will be offended. In a month or two, the men are posting less and less while 
the women are posting more and more, until the few women begin dominating the conversations of 
the many men. 


lor ihe 
birds 


Now, a men’s forum may try to counter this by creating a "sub-forum" that only allows entrance to 
men, so they can speak freely without concern of offending the women... but, come on now... a few 
women show up on a men's forum, and that forces all of the men into a private room in the back? 
How often have we seen that happen in society? I am starting to find forums with too many women 
on them to be an excellent way to gauge what happens in the greater society when women show up. 
Once a forum has gotten that far, it is quite literally, for the birds. Society is no different. Have a look 
at our governments. 


There are two other types of birds that may appear as well. 


The first is the much touted Odd Duck. (She is easiest to notice by the characteristics of reading much 
and talking little). Similarities to her extend well out of the bird family and into other parts of the 
Animal Kingdom. Take piglets, for example. Every litter of piglets has a runt that is odd. However, it 
is the other piglets that make the runt to be odd. And so it is with the Odd Duck in the Bird Family. 
What makes her odd are the other ducks, and how her behaviour is different from the normal 
behaviour of ducks. Therefore, in no way ought she be classified as an entire species of her own. And 
thus, I feel justified in talking little more about Odd Ducks. 
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The final bird one will encounter is the Cawing Crow. These birds are hardly a rarity though, and you 
need not be within the rich splendor of the Manosphere to find them. In fact, these birds are so 
common that many men report sighting them in their own backyards! 


There is no beauty in the song of the 
Cawing Crow. You downright hate the sound; it's just so damn irritating! 


Everybody else hates the sound too, and that's why nobody in the Manosphere complains much when 
you take out that weak, old BB gun which your dad gave you for your 12th birthday and start taking 
potshots at it. 

"Ping! " 


You bounce a BB off the Cawing Crow's tail feathers and she flies away. 


You would think that would be it, and the Cawing Crow would have learned a lesson... but, alas, 
what do you hear out your window again tomorrow? 


"Damn irritating Cawing Crow," you exclaim, grabbing your BB gun as you rush out the door in your 
socks. 
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"Pow!" You let off a shot and see a few black feathers 
erupt into the air as the Cawing Crow takes flight with a stinging in her side. 


The next day? Sure enough, there’s the Cawing Crow again, irritating you with a song akin to nails 
on a chalkboard. 


"Pow! Pow! Pow!" 


You hit your target with all three, but this time the Cawing Crow does not fly away. She has learned 
that the BB's won't kill her but will just bounce off her thick feathers, even if they do sting a bit. 


Soon it becomes almost like a game between you and the Cawing Crow, and she shows up daily 
knowing full well that she will be greeted by multiple potshots at her. Yet, she keeps showing up, day 
after day. 


You have a BBQ one day in the backyard with several of your friends, and they have heard your 
amazing tale of the Cawing Crow that never goes away - so they each bring their own BB guns along 
to the BBQ. 


"Pow, pow, pow, pow, pow, PING!" Volleys of shots fly at the Cawing Crow, most hitting their 
mark, and yet, she still doesn't fly away! 
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Printed ia U.S.A. "What's the point?" one might ask. 
"You're not accomplishing anything." 


Well, there is a point. You are becoming one hell of a good shot, and the Cawing Crow has helped 
you to become skilled at picking off a target with that weak, old BB gun from a considerable 
distance. 


Compared to the other birds, the Cawing Crow is at least serving a purpose that is valuable to the 
MRM. I would rather have ten Cawing Crows than one Elusive Wife, one Mountainous 
Mammarious, one Meritorious Mediocrus and one Achievus Consensus. 


At least with the Cawing Crow, you both know where you stand, and after a while you have to grant 
the Cawing Crow a certain amount of respect, if only strictly for the amount of abuse she is willing to 


take while still coming back for more. 


Hey, I never said that the Cawing Crow was the smartest bird, only that you have to respect its 
temerity to some degree. 


And this, gentlemen, brings us to the end of our Guide to Bird Watching in the Manosphere. Be sure 


to keep your ears open for their songs and your eyes sharp to spot their various distinguishing traits, 
so that you may pass on any sightings to your fellow travelers in the Manosphere. 
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The Truth About "Misogyny" 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


Click Pic for "The Masculine Principle" 
“For a man to pretend to understand women is bad manners; for him really to understand them is bad 
morals.” — Henry James 


Many people who read the following pages within The Masculine Principle will reflexively be uncomfortable with 
what they find. "Why, it's misogynist! The author must be living in his parents’ basement and has probably never been 
laid in his life! He must have a small penis! He must be a dead-beat dad! He's just bitter! He certainly doesn't 
understand women very much!" 


Well, no, no, no, no, no and no. I live in a nice little one bedroom condo. I have slept with the mid-double digits of 
women and even lived with a few of them, so while I am no stud, I am no virgin either. My penis is average sized. I 
have luckily never been married and I have no children. The only thing I am bitter about is how the Truth has been 
hidden and manipulated to bring harm to men, women and children, and I understand women and sexuality well 
enough to have compiled this "book," rather than just fling about emotionally charged insults. 


I started studying this subject back in 2004 and when I fell ill in 2005, I found myself with a lot of free time while I 
was going through treatments. I decided that I could either watch TV, or I could put the time to use and learn 
something instead. At that point I started reading and researching in earnest, often spending eight to ten hours a day 
on it. Originally my doctors figured it would take around six to eight months to get through the treatments and to the 
other side... but it took much longer. Three and a half years, to be exact. So I got much deeper into this than I had 
originally intended, and afterwards, well, I just kept at it. It had become a habit, I suppose. Or perhaps it is better 
described as being unable to look away from a horrific train wreck. I am now well over a decade into my studies on 
this subject. 
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Click Pic for "Generalizing in a Politically Correct World" 
“It takes a man a lifetime to find out about one particular woman; but if he puts in, say ten years, industrious 
and curious, he can acquire the general rudiments of the sex.” — O. Henry, Heart of the West (1907) 


There's a difference between how a married man knows women and how a bachelor comes to know them. The 
married man, through the course of spending his life with the same woman, will naturally come to know her 
individual quirks and personality flaws. We all have them, and so does his wife. The married man therefore believes 
that Not All Women Are Like That. 


The bachelor starts out from the same place as the married man. He falls in love with a woman, discovers her quirks 
and flaws, and as the relationship spirals out of control he thinks to himself, "I must have just been unlucky and ended 
up with a faulty one." And so off he goes and finds another, thinking that she will be different. When the second love 
ends the same way as the first, he starts to doubt himself. Maybe he is the problem. After all, he is the constant factor 
in this equation. And so, off he goes through life until he loves yet another, and this time he focuses on changing his 
behaviour. Then he loves another, and another, and still, they all end up being remarkably similar experiences - often 
even down to the very words she says when in the same situation. 
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Finally, he comes to the amazing conclusion that yes, something is wrong with them! All of them! And thus, with 


enough notes to compare from various women he has known intimately, a pattern begins to emerge, and once he 
begins to identify it and map it out, he starts to see it everywhere. Further, as he ages and his old friends disappear into 
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the void of marriage, he begins to hang out with more and more bachelors, and as they compare stories he discovers 
they've had similar experiences as him throughout their lifetime too, which begins to solidify his conclusions. 


Marriage hides the nature of women while bachelorhood exposes it as life goes on. I've read before that if a man 
reaches the age of 38 without having married, the likelihood of him ever marrying is negligible. This is why. He's 
figured out "the game" in ways that not even men who have been married multiple times ever will, and he knows it is 
all an illusion - one that does not operate in his best interests. Marriage hides the true nature of women as a sex from 
men, while bachelorhood exposes it. The feminists have indeed destroyed "The Feminine Mystique" in their bid to 
free women from men by destroying marriage. The more men that remain bachelors, the more women will fall from 
the pedestal they've traditionally been placed upon by men. 


Andrea Dworkin Reincarnated??? 
It is not hatred to recognize the true nature of woman any more than recognizing that tigers are carnivores instead of 
herbivores means that I hate tigers. It merely means that I recognize the Truth and will act accordingly. What will 
make me hate tigers however, is thinking they are playful little kittens and getting my arm chewed off every time I 
dangle a piece of yarn in front of one because I don't understand their nature and why they behave that way. 


Misogyny versus Misandry 


Much of feminist theory is based on the belief that misogyny is inherent in men, and thus the dreaded 
Patriarchy is a natural extension of this inbuilt negative attitude towards women which men possess. 


But ask yourself, is this really true? Is it true that men are naturally misogynistic towards women? Is it true that most 
of the men you meet think negatively of women? Is it true that when in the locker-room the men conspire to hold 
women down? Is it true that businessmen would secretly conspire to throw away their profits by paying men 30% 
more wages than women, simply to keep women from reaching their true potential? Is it true that 1 in 4 women will 
really be raped in university, and therefore by extension that 1 in 4 men are rapists? Do you really believe that 25% of 


the men you know are secretly raping women? Really? 
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None of this rings true for me. In fact, what I see are enormous amounts of men tripping over themselves to praise 
women. I see men worshiping women as some sort of goddesses. I see men apologizing for the most nonsensical and 
trivial things simply out of fear of offending women. I see our world leaders praising women while shaming men in 
order to win votes. I see men trying to one up other men, proving to women that not a smidgeon of misogyny exists in 
their souls. I see men constantly believing that it is other men who are treating women badly, but certainly not his 
enlightened, sensitive and equitable self. And those other men? Well, they also believe they are more enlightened than 
the rest of those misogynist men out there! 


A few years back Dr. Helen did a couple of interviews with Richard Driscoll, author of You Still Don't Understand. 
During the interviews, Dr. Drisoll cited a survey which illustrated that 14% of men were resentful or almost always 
resentful of women. However, the same survey also illustrated that 34% of women were resentful or almost always 
resentful of men. That is nearly two and a half times more women that are resentful towards men than is conversely 
true of men being resentful of women. 


Yup, it's definitely Dworkin reincarnated!!! 
Misogyny, as men are routinely accused of, simply is not as rampant as society claims. In fact, the hatred of men is far 
more prevalent than the hatred of women. "Misandry" still gets underlined by my spell-checker because it is a concept 
that hardly exists, even though the evidence of it is all around us - if we only cared enough to look. 


It is not in men's nature to be harmful towards females. Just the opposite. Men work like slaves to provide for them 
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and often will even sacrifice their lives for them. Does that seem consistent with some inherent misogyny found 
within males to you? 


One of the most significant things I learned in studying this subject was about "all-female" populations in the Animal 
Kingdom and "the reason" why males exist. For example, there are certain species of lizards where there are females, 
but they have somewhere in the past stopped producing males (or have never produced males to begin with). Females 
"are" the species (in all living things) because they are the ones who control reproduction. If there is only one sex, it 
must be female or the species will die out. Further, the reason why a species either creates or stops creating males, is in 
relation to what the females want. They create males to do things they cannot do or are unwilling to do themselves. In 
other words, on a very basic level in nature, the entire purpose of the male is to serve "the species," which is by 
default female. 


Click Pic for "The Amazon Women (The Science of Why Males Exist)" 

And this goes even deeper yet, down to our genetic and evolutionary level. These all-female populations can only 
exist and thrive in ecological niches. As soon as they have to compete with a species that has both males and females, 
they get run over and die out because they have little ability to adapt. It is the male that mostly evolves the species, 
because the male has far more variability, What happens is that mutations in the species mostly happen to the males, 
and when a positive mutation happens, the female breeds with him and "saves" the evolution. So even on that level, 
you can see that the male serves the female. 


What is really amazing is how this exists in every living thing on earth, and a biologist will confirm it is so except that 
the same biologist will deny it exists in humans as he or she reflexively believes that it is men who hold all the power 
rather than women. Although, in their defense, it is somewhat true, because while we are of the animal kingdom, we 
are not animals. We are humans and we have the ability to live at a higher level than animals. What we did 
somewhere in the past was we re-ordered this, the only creatures on earth to have done so, and we rose up from being 
beasts in the field. But even so, on a very deep level of our existence, males are still serving the needs of the females. 
The question becomes (or was in the past), are we going to serve women as animals, including all the harshness that 
comes with that brutal world, or will we do it as humans, and enjoy all the benefits that civilization bestows upon us? 


Misogyny in Religion, Myth and History 
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A long time ago now, I found myself reading a website about the Legend of Atlantis. This was not a wierd, way-out- 


there site, but rather it argued that Atlantis and the Garden of Eden were one in the same. In fact, it argued that all 


religious paradises and many of our ancient myths and legends were essentially about the same story: that all of our 
human ancestors had experienced a global, cataclysmic flood at the end of the Pleistoscene Ice Age, some 13,000 
years ago, and all of our religions and mythical stories about paradise lost and a flood (or sinking land) are a 
"twinkling remembrance" of what happened to the humans who lived through that time. Thus, it explored many of the 
similarities between various religions and myths that existed around the globe. There used to be a nice forum there 
where the author of the articles (and book) hung out and discussed various theories of "The Fall of Man" and how it 
related to the earth's history geologically. It was a fascinating place, but unfortunately, Prof. Santos - who had spent 
over twenty years studying this subject as a hobby - passed away suddenly from a heart attack, and the forum kinda 
fell apart after that. 


But it was one of those experiences that just "clicked" in my mind, and I began to see 
things in a different way after reading it. For example, I started thinking, "If I were the last adult alive amongst 100 
children and given the responsibility of passing on 'what I know today' to them - while also recognizing the human 
trait of wishing away inconvenient Truths - how would I go about this so it would last them for centuries into the 
future?" Well, I would write it down in an unchangeable religion. 


Shortly after, I watched a video of a university lecture which had a fellow who had studied the ancient Hebrew 
language and texts, and as he was interpreting parts of them, he noted the misogyny that was found in them. In fact, he 
was so embarassed by it that he offered an apology to those in the lecture hall. Some of the things he pointed out were 
that Sodom and Gomorrah, the two most wicked cities in the Bible, are the only two cities from the entire region 
which are referred to in the feminine. (As in, how French has masculine and feminine in their language). He further 
mentioned that the most evil of demons were always portrayed as female. 
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There is also the story of Adam's first wife, Lilith. (Not all of the Ancient Hebrew Texts are in the Bible). There are 
two accounts of how humankind was created. In the first, man and woman were created at the same time, on the sixth 
day: 


27God created man in His own image, in the image of God He created him; male and female He created them. - 
- Genesis 1:27 


"Haven't you read," he replied, "that at the beginning the Creator 'made them male and female,' -- Matthew 
19:4 


In the Hebrew texts, Adam and Lilith were equals and as such, she often challenged Adam's authority and rebelled 
against him. She would even complain to him during sex that she had to lie beneath him - which she didn't think fair 
because they were equals. Eventually Lilith left Adam, but from her sexual union with him she spawned many 
demons which went forth to plague mankind. 


When we get to the second story, that of Adam and Eve in the Garden, Eve was created after Adam - from his rib - 
and when God ejected Adam and Eve from the Garden, he told her when he cursed her that her desire will be for her 
husband and he will rule over her, thus, completely the opposite of the equality that Adam and Lilith had shared. 
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"But for Adam no suitable helper was found. ” So the Lorp God caused the man to fall into a 
deep sleep; and while he was sleeping, he took one of the man’s ribs and then closed up the 
place with flesh. ” Then the LORD God made a woman from the rib he had taken out of the 
man, and he brought her to the man. 


” The man said,“This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called 
‘woman,’ for she was taken out of man.” 


“That is why a man leaves his father and mother and is united to his wife, and they become one 
flesh.” Adam and his wife were both naked, and they felt no shame." -- Genesis 2: 20-25 


These things were, of course, all very interesting. But what I found most interesting were the professor's profuse 
apologies for "misogyny." It made me step back and ask, "But why is that misogyny in there? Doesn't anyone ever ask 
that question?" And apparently, no-one does! We just continue writing it off to men's innately evil, misogynistic 
character - even though, as I pointed out earlier, if we opened our eyes and actually looked at the world around us, we 
would see that men are far more prone to practice irrational and blind love of women than misogyny (Known as the 
equally obscure term to Misandry, as "Philogyny"). And, just as the men of the modern day always think it is other 
men who harbour misogynist attitudes towards women, we also believe our modern, enlightened selves are better than 
those other misogynistic men who existed in the past. 
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But, what do you do when Greece and Rome arise as two of the premier civilizations in history? And yes, you can 
point out their "misogyny," but you can't deny their excellence. It is said that when Alexander the Great was handing 
King Darius III of Persia his ass, Darius lamented, "My men have become women and my women have become men." 
In other words, they embraced androgyny - and this is true, if you examine how their customs changed over time. 


And look at what comes from Rome but the same warning we find about Adam and Lilith's equality: 
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"Tf you allow them [women] to pull away restraints and put themselves on equality with their husbands, do you 
imagine that you will be able to tolerate them? From the moment they become your fellows, they will become 
your masters." -- Cato the Censor (There's a story similar to modern "Slut Walks" found in that link, by the way). 


I have also read of the effects of hypergamy and Briffault's law in Rome, as it related to a woman's dowry and how it 
changed over the course of history in relation to divorce laws. At first, when a divorce occurred, the husband would 
keep the dowry, and divorce was low. Then the laws changed and after divorce, the bride's father would have the 
dowry returned to him - and divorce rose. Finally, after divorce, the wife kept possession of the dowry herself, and 
from there we find that in Rome they said, "Women marry intending to divorce, and divorce intending to remarry." 
(Sound familiar? Ever heard of "starter-marriages?"). Thus, they had to pass draconian laws trying to force men to 
take them on as wives because the men wanted nothing to do with them and their birthrates declined to a point where 
it was a jeopardy to the state. 


We find the same tale in Aristotle's Spartan Women, except in Sparta they further undermined hypergamy and 
Briffault's law through their inheritance laws: 
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And nearly two-fifths of the whole country are held by women; this is owing to the number of heiresses and to the 
large dowries which are customary. It would surely have been better to have given no dowries at all, or, if any, 
but small or moderate ones. As the law now stands, a man may bestow his heiress on any one whom he pleases, 
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and, if he die intestate, the privilege of giving her away descends to his heir. Hence, although the country is able 
to maintain 1500 cavalry and 30,000 hoplites, the whole number of Spartan citizens fell below 1000. The result 
proves the faulty nature of their laws respecting property; for the city sank under a single defeat; the want of men 
was their ruin. 


We see the same thing over and over again. In fact, some eight decades ago, "Sex and Culture" by J.D. Unwin, 
chronicled the rise and fall of over 80 cultures and in each case he found that "misogyny" was present at the beginning 
and rise of the culture, while equality and the feminine principle dominated the decline and the eventual collapse. 


I believe one of the reasons we only find this sort of "misogyny" in religion and myth is because, first of all, books 
like the Bible are unchangeable because they are philosophically based in Absolute Truth. They are further found in 


myths and legends because men, somewhere in the past, must have figured out that women will never allow the Truth 
about them to be openly discussed, so they pass it on in different ways - through the "twinkling remembrance" of our 


ancestors. 
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“Men are not troubled to hear a man dispraised, because they know, though he be naught, there's worth in 
others; but women are mightily troubled to hear any of them spoken against, as if the sex itself were guilty of 
some unworthiness.” — John Seldon (1584-1654) 


After all, when looking at the concept of All Female Populations in the Animal Kingdom, which we discussed further 
up, can't you see its relationship to the legend of the Amazon Women? 


"There has never been a case of men and women reigning together, but wherever on the earth men are found, 
there we see that men rule, and women are ruled, and that on this plan, both sexes live in harmony. But on the 
other hand, the Amazons, who are reported to have held rule of old, did not suffer men to stop in their country, 
but reared only their female children, killing the males to whom they gave birth." -- Spinoza 


And can you see it further in some of our great feminist "thinkers?" 
"Tf life is to survive on this planet, there must be a decontamination of the Earth. I think this will be 
accompanied by an evolutionary process that will result in a drastic reduction of the population of males." -- 


Mary Daly, former Professor at Boston College, 2001 


"The proportion of men must be reduced to and maintained at approximately 10% of the human race." -- 
Sally Miller Gearhart, The Future - If There Is One - Is Female 
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What happens throughout history is that women censor all of the negative observations about them into oblivion, and 
men, in their desire to serve and please them, will enable them. The only way to get things "through" and passed the 
burning desire of the male to please the female is to enshrine it in something absolute like the Bible, or hide it in myth 
or legend. 


7 $ 
AND BEING WRONG IS FOR WOMEN 
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Is the Truth Misogynist? 


The term "misogynist" is one that indicates emotion. It means a hatred or dislike of women. The academtards with 
subversive social agendas have been trying to rejig the English language by insinuating that misogyny means 
someone who doesn't believe in equality, or voting rights, or whatever other feminist jargon they tack onto it - 
basically insinuating that anyone who doesn't support their political and social agenda is misogynist. But this is 
nonsense. Just because someone doesn't believe children should have equal say as their parents does not mean they 
hate children. 


The "misogynists" of old, such as Otto Weininger or Arthur Schopenhauer or Aristotle or the Bible don't hate women. 
They disagree with the feminist agenda, for sure, but there is no "hatred" in what they say. They are merely trying to 
reveal the Truth. 


TRUTH 


HAS NO AGENDA 
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The Truth has no feelings. It does not fee/ love or hatred. 


The Truth has no agenda - unlike the multi-billion dollar feminist industry. 
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The Truth does not assign blame, nor does it concern itself with hurt feelings. 
The Truth just is. 
Often in the following pages you will see me refer to a "hierarchy" that goes like this: 


God/Truth --> Man --> Woman --> Children. 
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This "hierarchy" exists on many levels and does not indicate any particular superiority, although those who believe in 
the religion of equality are instantly incensed by it. It also works backwards in much the same way that it works 
forward. For example, children are considered more valuable than adults, and women are considered more valuable 
than men. Further, children are at war with their parents, but parents are not at war with their children. Women are at 
war with men, but men are not at war with women. Men are at war with God/Truth, but God/Truth is not at war with 
men. And it descends from here as well. Only when man is in proper relation to the Truth, can he expect woman to be 
in proper relation to him. This is something hard-wired into our biology and it has been with us from the beginning. 


Our civilization is a "machine" that harnesses our sex drives and life forces for the good of us all. I don't really believe 
that men are any more superior than women, but I don't believe we are "equal" in all things either. I believe we both 
have strengths and weaknesses. I believe that men and women possess different kinds of power. I believe that men 
make very poor women and women make very poor men. I think androgyny is the most destructive notion we've ever 
unleashed on our great civilization, and I don't support the feminist movement's agenda to further destroy us by 
brainwashing more of this androgyny into society. 


If the Truth is misogynist by modern definition, so be it. I'll stand with the Truth proudly. 


Previous / Index / Next 
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Peer Reviewed Research: The Holy Grail of Truth? 
March 12, 2015 | by . | Link | Original Link 


"It is an outrage that they should be commonly spoken of as Intellectuals. This gives them the chance to say 
that he who attacks them attacks Intelligence. It is not so. They are not distinguished from other men by any 
unusual skill in finding truth nor any virginal ardour to pursue her. Indeed it would be strange if they were: a 
persevering devotion to truth, a nice sense of intellectual honour, cannot be long maintained without the aid of 
a sentiment which Gaius and Titius could debunk as easily as any other. It is not excess of thought but defect of 
fertile and generous emotion that marks them out. Their heads are no bigger than the ordinary: it is the 
atrophy of the chest beneath that makes them seem so." ~C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man 


I've read once that when Harvard University was founded back in 1636, its original mandate was to be "Protectors of 
the Truth." Back in those days, Western Civilization had a clear concept of Absolute Truth because most of its 
citizens were Christian and many of its customs and laws were based directly upon the Bible. 


Pretty much all civilizations that have ever existed have had a religion at its base or in its historical founding. What 
religions tend to do is make a large group of people more "functionable" because they all share the same belief 
system. For example: Driving on the left-hand side of the road or the right-hand side doesn't really matter - both sides 
are equally valid in every way. What does matter, however, is that everyone understands which side of the road is the 
"correct" side to drive on. Without such "moral values," the road system just wouldn't work. It doesn't really matter 
which religion it is in this functional sense and it's for this reason that when anthropologists and archaeologists study a 
culture they focus so heavily on trying to understand their religion - it reveals much of the culture's structure and helps 
explaining its history, its laws, its traditions, and so forth. 


The reason why Atheists, despite all their allegiances to science, have never created a successful civilization (it's not 
like this is the first time abolishing God has been thought up!), is because they are ignoring the scientific facts 


presented to them: 


"If God did not exist, it would be neccessary to invent him." -- Voltaire 


We obviously can't decide "which side of the road to drive on" completely of our own volition - that each side of the 
road is equally valid and therefore it is of no consequence. No matter how smart you think you are! We must all 
follow the same system or it just doesn't "work." Religions do this to large parts of the human population. Richard 
Dawkins does not. 
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Western Civilization obviously has Christianity and the Bible as its core founding religion and it's for this reason I 
often will refer to Biblical concepts. In order to study our own culture and what has happened to us over the decades, 
centuries and millenia, we must start at our culture's founding religion. This is not an attempt to be a "Christian 
apologist" or to try and convince you to go to church twice on Sundays. I only go to church for weddings and funerals 
myself and if we were studying a culture from the East, we'd probably be focusing on Buddhism or whatever religion 
that culture adhered to. In fact, it is from this very observance about how religions form cultures - and sometimes 
great civilizations (while other times not) - that we can start to map out a "blue-print" for what it takes to create a 
successful culture. For example - What features were present in Greece and Rome that helped them build such 
magnificent civilizations, while so many ancient African and North American cultures remained at what was 
essentially the Hunter-Gatherer stage? 


Well, one significant feature of Western Civilization is its philosophical attachment to Absolute Truth through the 
Bible and its mono-theistic God, or, One Truth. The authority of the Bible, for example, was used to reign in the 
power of the king with the signing of the Magna Carta. Not even the king with his "divine right" could contradict the 
Bible. This concept of Absolute Truth in Western Civilization was present right from its beginnings up until the early 
19th Century, when G.F. Hegel's "Hegelian Dialectic" philosophically over-threw it. 


Back in the first section of this chapter, we discussed how John Locke and the American Founding Fathers had an 
"ordering of the Truth." It was based upon the Bible and went like this: 


MAKE GIFS AT GIFSOUP.COM 


1 - God's Law/Absolute Truth 
2 - Natural Law/Objective Truth 
3 - Civil Law/Subjective Truth 
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Hegel's dialectic, however, posited that "The Truth is Relative." What he did was make all three of the above truths 
"subjective truths," or the lowest and least to be revered of the truths as put forth by Locke. 


Therefore, we can see what was meant when Harvard University was originally mandated to be "Protectors of the 
Truth" back in 1636 - they were to protect the higher truths from being torn down by lower truths. Further, we can 
understand how by 2005, Larry Summers was forced to resign as the President of Harvard University for merely 
speaking the Truth (let alone protecting it): That there are innate differences between the sexes. 


Now, let me ask you, if the president of the most prestigious university in the Western Hemisphere cannot speak the 
Truth about gender without getting so much grief that he must resign his post, what chance do you think either you or 
I have of getting the Truth from that university's studies, or for that matter, from all the less prestigious institutions of 
"higher learning" that have created the modern body of work on "gender?" If you were a researcher where people 
higher up the chain of power than you lose their job for making mere politically incorrect - yet truthful - remarks, 
would you really risk requesting a research grant "to find out the Truth" about a particularly unpopular subject? 
(Here's a good example: Lynched by the Sisterhood by Jeffrey Archer) 


Don't get me wrong, it's not that I think all 
studies and research should be thrown out and ignored. Often times I will refer to this study or that study throughout 
the following pages - but they should always be taken with a grain of salt and sifted through for what is true and what 
is, quite frankly, bullshit. 


However, it would be foolhardy to simply assume that because a study has been "peer-reviewed" that it is 
unquestionably and reliably "the truth," because academia no longer encourages the free thinking that lends 
credibility to peer reviewed research! Even the so-called STEM subjects are incredibly infected with politically 
correct thinking. We may as well be living in Nazi Germany and asking a Jew to prove he is discriminated against by 
only using Nazi Reviewed Research. 


Reason, commonsense, mankind's natural curiosity and desire for the truth should always trump academic research. In 
fact, over the years I have found so much faked research used for activist and propaganda purposes, that it motivated 
me to start seeking answers on the subject of "the sexes" from other sources - like ancient history, religion, myth, and 


those dastardly misogynists of old. 
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There is really only one example that needs to be given for why "peer reviewed research" has absolutely zero 
credibility in the issues of which we speak and write of. 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 
The fundamental basis of feminism is that "gender is a social construct;" that we are based upon "tabula rasa," the 
Latin for "blank slate." It is upon this foundation that all else of feminism's ideology and victimology is based upon. 
Since we are essentially the same, the only reason that women did not figure prominently in history, or science, or 
music, or philosophy, or pretty much anything else, is because of the innately evil and misogynistic nature of men 
(which already refutes tabula rasa in itself). Therefore, women are institutionally discriminated against by the very 
fabric of civilization and society itself, thus affirmative action and breaking down gender barriers is completely 


justified. 
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However, walking across the hall in our ivory towered institutions, we can attend courses in Queer Theory where the 
fundamental basis for it all is that homosexuality is a normal, biological condition - that gays are "born that way." 
This is 100% the opposite of feminism's fundamental premise of "gender is a social construct." Queer Theory argues 
that since their LGBT "gender" is natural and biologically based, they are therefore discriminated against by virtue of 
their birth, and suffer socially and in numerous other ways because of something over which they had no ability to 
control. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 721 of 744 


Gender)Roles; 


Artificial Social Construct Completely Natural 


ake your pick. If you support gay rights you 
are a cretin of a misogynist - a sexist, really, for believing that the sexes are different by virtue of their birth. However, 
if you support women's rights and equality based upon the blank slate, you are a homophobe (a hate-crime in Canada), 
because then you'd also believe that gays could be "cured" of their homosexuality through laws and social 
conditioning in the same way that feminism has been trying to "cure" men of their masculinity for the past 50 years. I 
mean, if the male gender can be cured of its masculinity and made more feminine, why can't gays also be cured of 
their homosexuality and morphed into heterosexuals? Because, you know, equality. 


These two positions are 100% completely and irrefutably in direct opposition of each other. This is just simple 
common-sense. You cannot be walking east and west simultaneously. Yet, both Women's Studies and Queer Theory 
have panels of academics judging whether the studies each puts out are "the truth." In other words, they are both peer- 
reviewed and found to be satisfactorily representing the truth. Well, the truth cannot possibly be the same for both of 
them, so at minimum one of them must be completely wrong. 


Not only does the above example prove that 
something is wrong with academia's "truth,’ but the idea of Evolution itself is incompatible with with the sexes being a 
"blank slate." In fact, scientifically speaking, the entire purpose of sexual reproduction is to create "a difference". The 
differences helps us overcome environmental adversity. If we did not need this difference, we would most likely be 


reproducing asexually. 


Therefore, our universities are knowingly and willingly promoting falsehoods, and simply should not be trusted as 
reputable sources of "truth." 


And I don't need a peer-reviewed study to prove it, do I? 
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“<This is not to be wondered at,’ said Goethe; ‘such people continue in error because they are indebted to it for 
their existence. They would have to learn everything over again, and that would be very inconvenient. 


“But,” said I, ‘how can their experiments prove the truth when the basis for their evaluation is false?’ 
p p 


“<They do not prove the truth,’ said Goethe, ‘nor is such the intention; the only point with these professors is to 
prove their own opinion. On this account, they conceal all experiments that would reveal the truth and show 
their doctrine untenable. Then the scholars — what do they care for truth? They, like the rest, are perfectly 
satisfied if they can prate away empirically; that is the whole matter.’”-- quoted from Johann Peter Eckermann’s 
conversation with Goethe, Feb. 1, 1827. 


Previous / Index / Next 


Q: "... but has any researcher made a serious longitudinal study on this?" 


A: "Maybe you should do a longitudinal study on the overall effectiveness of always depending on longitudinal 
studies." 


"Cigarette smoking has been shown to increase serum hemoglobin, increase total lung capacity and stimulate weight 
loss, factors that all contribute to enhanced performance in endurance sports. Despite this scientific evidence, the 
prevalence of smoking in elite athletes is actually many times lower than in the general population. The reasons for 
this are unclear; however, there has been little to no effort made on the part of national governing bodies to encourage 
smoking among athletes." — PLOS 
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Did you know that Albert Einstein did much of the groundwork for the Theory of Relativity not while at a university, 
but rather while working at a patent office? He also got mediocre grades when he was in school. 


Did you know that neither of the Wright Brothers graduated from high-school? Yet, they proved all of the academics 
of the day's "lift equation" to be, obviously, wrong. They also both never married. Smart men indeed! 


Did you know that Thomas Edison was considered to have an "addled" brain because his mind wandered while in 
school? He likely would have been given Ritalin today. He was pulled out of formal schooling after three months and 
taught by his mother at home. 


Did you know that Louis Pasteur was ridiculed by the medical community for his "Germ Theory" and suggesting that 
surgeons should wash their hands before cutting people open? 


Did you know that the cure to scurvy was discovered in the early 1600's by Samuel de Champlain, when his ship was 
ice-locked for the winter and Indians brought the crew pine-needle tea which was rich in Vitamin C? When he told of 
"the cure" back in Europe, he was scoffed at by the intelligentsia for a cure from "savages." In 1753, James Lind first 
proved citrus could cure the disease through experiments he described in his book, A Treatise in the Scurvy, although, 
even then it took several decades for people to believe him and implement the use of citrus on ships. In fact, there 
were still a variety of other techniques the "intelligentsia" believed to be correct instead of Vitamin C, causing people 
to suffer and die from scurvy right through World War One and beyond, until it was definitively proven to be a 
vitamin C deficiency in 1932. 


Did you know that in the past, before we had universities, the intelligentsia were mostly to be found in religious 
institutions such as the church or its monasteries? When we talk of the religious persecution of those such as Galileo, 
it is just as fair to claim the intelligentsia persecuted him (and other discoverers) as it is to claim religion did. In fact, 
you can see this phenomenon everywhere. Rarely does the intelligentsia discover anything or even really "do" 
anything except for defend their position, while adding little of significance to it, which real mavericks already paved 
the way for. 


Academics have a vested interest in telling everyone that which they have learned is 100% correct, and discrediting all 
those opposed to them. After all, they tend to look really stupid when grade eight drop-outs demolish their beliefs 
after they've spent a decade of time, tens of thousands of dollars in tuition, and a lifetime of building a social 
reputation based on academic "achievements" which really, someone else achieved, and they only parrot and teach. 


Further Reading: 
Do We Need Gender Studies or Women's Studies Departments or Programmes? -- Science Files 
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The Pursuit of Truth, Goodness and Beauty -- ROK 


Can You Trust Academic Research? -- Angry Harry 


Major Medical Journal Retracts Numerous Scientific Papers After Fake Peer-Review Scandal 
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“Sure, we can spend all day nitpicking specifics but aren't 
sweeping generalities so much more satisfying?" 
Possibly the most consistent argument 


one is faced with when discussing politically incorrect subjects is the knee-jerkingly reflexive, "You 
can't generalize like that!" This is usually followed with an anecdote about someone's friend's 
cousin who lives next door to a lady located in a neighbouring town - ten years ago. The purpose of 
telling this story is that it "obviously proves" the politically incorrect premise is wrong. It is the trick 
of personalizing an individual characteristic over a group characteristic - which, by the way, indicates 
the person giving the annectdote has already lost the plot and is not arguing in good faith. 


Any logical person will soon realize that when discussing macro-issues in regard to society and its 
trends, not only can you generalize but in fact you must generalize. To fail to generalize is to demand 
all things must only be regarded one-dimensionally and in terms of the lowest common denominator. 
A more complex and proper way of thinking is that “there are individual groups and there are 
individuals within those groups.” 
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For example, saying something like “women have larger breasts than men” is a sweeping 
generalization. But it's a true one — even though some women have smaller breasts than some men. In 
the collective group of “women” there will be some individual women who have small breasts, while 
in the collective group of “men” there will be some porky men sporting a set of man-boobs. But only 
a simpleton would try to cherry pick a flat chested woman and stand her next to a 


SA BRA IS FOR LADIES” 


fy | 
"THISIS'ABRO" 
reflection of the physical nature of man and woman, therefore, we should not say that “women have 


larger breasts than men” anymore. It would be lunacy! The only thing we might be able to learn then 
is that “both men and women have nipples.” 


man-boobed male and claim that this is in any way an honest 


Wow! Stop everything right there! The Tower of Babel is already reaching into the heavens! What 
more could we possibly learn? 


Generalizations are absolutely necessary in order to learn anything about macro-issues and societal 
trends. 


Of course, what a person cannot do is take one individual and generalize that the entire 

group resembles that individual. Take Marc Lepine, for example. Feminists have been screeching for 
over twenty-five years now that Marc Lepine is “proof” of the murderous hatred men harbour for 
women. Now that is pure bunk. The actions of one man is in no way a reflection of the mentality of 
the 15,000,000 other men who live in Canada. That is a wrong generalization. 
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But, to say that men are taller or heavier than women? Yes, this is a proper generalization, because 
the majority of men are taller and heavier than the majority of women — even though in some 
individual cases, you will be able to see a taller or heavier woman than a man. 


We generalize that “birds fly.” But oh my gosh! You can’t generalize like that! Don’t you know that 
Emus, Ostriches, Kiwis and Penguins don’t fly? This is such a lame argument and it ought to be 
obvious that any biologist worth his salt must necessarily generalize that “birds fly.” Look up, 
grasshopper... not down! 


In fact, generalizing is very beneficial and is used quite successfully in many areas of society - such 
as when the insurance industry analyzes the average frequency of an event (ie. a housefire) in order to 
offer protection to the individual homeowner while still reliably turning a profit. The government 
generalizes as well when they pass such laws as speed limits with fines for punishment. It is fully 
understood that not all of the people will reduce their speed, but most of them will and therefore, it 
works to keep most people driving at a reasonable speed and makes the roads safer - which is the 
positive result that is being sought. 


Another example is that if we can see that men politically vote 60/40 for principles extolling freedom 
versus those which promote socialism, while women tend to vote 30/70 on the same issues, then there 
is little doubt that over time the government will become less freedom oriented and much more mired 
in socialism - as has been explored by John Lott and Lawrence Kenny's study titled, "Did Women's 


Suffrage Change the Size and Scope of Government?" 


Many of the arguments that get put forward in regard to sensitive issues (like the War of the Sexes) 
automatically get dismissed with the intellectually dishonest statement, “You can’t generalize like 
that.” 
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You perceive | generalize with intrepidity from 


single instances. It is the tourist's custom. 


(Mark Twain) 


izquotes.com 


Nonsense. 
In fact, no-one is going to figure out anything if they fail to generalize. Ignoring the similar 
actions/traits/situations in 80% of the cases because 20% of the cases do not coincide... well... that is 


not going to help us at all in analyzing the world as it unfolds about us. 


The thing to keep in mind is that there are individual groups (ie. men and women), and there are 
individuals within those groups. 


The way to learn something is to recognize that the trait of the group follows in “this” direction, even 
though there are individual exceptions which follow “that” direction. 


It’s time to stop looking for the lowest common denominator. 


There are individual groups, and there are individuals within those groups. 
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"Meanwhile, as long as there's one honest woman living at the temple atop Mount NAWALT in 
Tibet..." -- White Knight 


Mathieu of Boulogne (1295) on NAWALT 


From “The Lamentations of Matheolus” 


"Yet one might disagree with me, criticize my conclusion. and, putting 
forward the opposite point of view, suggest that my words are completely untrue. For, if some women 
are evil and perverse and abnormal, it does not necessarily follow that all of them are so cruel and 
wicked; nor should all of them be lumped together in this general reproach. A speech is badly 
composed if one's general conclusion is only partly valid. Logic hates this type of argumentation. 
Nevertheless, this present work, which expresses the pain in my heart, wishes me to exclude nothing, 
but commands me to push my argument to its logical, if extreme, conclusion, which is that no good 
woman exists. Solomon, in his works, makes an amazing comment, which supports my case, for he 
exclaims, "Who could find a virtuous woman?" The implication here is, of course, that this would be 


impossible. Since he says this, who am I to disagree? Why should I be shocked? What's more, he says 
that a base and broken man is worth more than a woman when she's doing good. Thus there is no 
woman worth anything at all; I don't need to look for further proof. That's enough logical 
demonstration. 
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My exposition is clearly valid, for woman has - and there is ample evidence of this - deceived all the 
greatest men in the world; I shall be basing myself on rational argument. If the greatest are deceived, 
then the lesser naturally fall. In the street where I live they say that what applies to the greatest 
amongst us applies even more to lesser mortals. Who were the greatest lords? Who has ever heard of 
greater men than Solomon or Aristotle? Yet good sense, riches and reason were not worth a dung- 
beetle to them; all were made to look as if they had gone out of fashion; these men were both 
outmanoeuvred by women, deceived, vanquished, and tamed." 


Belfort Bax on NAWALT 


It seems not much has changed in a century, but this is a beautiful reply (Notice how he only 
responds to male feminists? Lol!): 


The Fraud of Feminism - Belfort Bax, 1913 pp24-26 


"At the time of writing, the normal person who has no 
axe to grind in maintaining the contrary, declares the sun to be shining brightly, but should it answer 
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the purpose of anyone to deny this obvious fact, and declare that the day is gloomy and overcast, 
there is no power of argument by which I can prove that I am right and he is wrong. I may point to 
the sun, but if he chooses to affirm that he doesn't see it I can't prove that he does. This is, of course, 
an extreme case, scarcely likely to occur in actual life. But it is in essence similar to those cases of 
persons (and they are not seldom met with) who, when they find facts hopelessly destructive of a 
certain theoretical position adopted by them, do not hesitate to cut the knot of controversy in their 
own favour by boldly denying the inconvenient facts. 


One often has experience of this trick of controversy in discussing the question of the notorious 
characteristics of the female sex. The Feminist driven into a corner endeavours to save his face by 
flatly denying matters open to common observation and admitted as obvious by all who are not 
Feminists. Such facts are the pathological mental condition peculiar to the female sex, commonly 
connoted by the term hysteria; the absence, or at best the extremely imperfect development of the 
logical faculty in most women; the inability of the average woman in her judgment of things to rise 
above personal considerations; and, what is largely a consequence of this, the lack of a sense of 
abstract justice and fair play among women in general. 


The afore said peculiarities of women, as women, are, I contend, matters of common observation and 
are only dis-puted by those persons--to wit Feminists--to whose theoretical views and practical 
demands their admission would be inconvenient if not fatal. Of course these characterisations refer 
to averages, and they do not exclude partial or even occasionally striking exceptions. It is possible, 
therefore, although perhaps not very probable, that indi-vidual experience may in the case of certain 
individuals play a part in falsifying their general outlook; it is possible--although, as I before said not 
perhaps very probable--that any given man's experience of the other sex has been limited to a few 
quite exceptional women and that hence his particular experience contradicts that of the general run 
of mankind. In this case, of course, his refusal to admit what to others are self-evident facts would be 
perfectly bona fide. 


The above highly improbable contingency is the only refuge for those who would contend for 


sincerity in the Feminist's denials. In this matter I only deal with the male Feminist. The female 
Feminist is usually too biassed a witness in this particular question." 
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The Masculine Principle 
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The Masculine Principle is a philosophical concept that is described in the beginning of Otto 
Weininger's Sex and Character. Throughout the book, Weininger refers to "The Male Principle" or 


"The Female Character" in a way that 
Sex and Character 
by 
Otto Weininger 


Click Pic for "Sex and Character" 

means "The Absolute Male" or "The Purely Female." In reality however, there is no such thing as a 
100% masculine male or a woman that is completely female. What is present instead is an over-riding 
"principle" that dominates a man or woman's character in varying degrees. 


", .. The fact is that males and females are like two substances combined in different proportions, 
but with either element never wholly missing. We find, so to speak, never either a man or a 
woman, but only the male condition and the female condition. Any individual is never to be 
designated merely as a man or a woman, but by a formula showing that it is a composite of male 
and female characters in different proportions." 


-- Otto Weininger, Sex and Character, "Males" and "Females" 


For example, the average man is not "purely male," but instead something like 80% male principle 
and 20% female principle. Therefore this average man is influenced mostly by the male principle, but 
also to some degree by the female principle. Another man standing next to him might be 60% male 
principle and 40% female principle, which still makes him dominated by the male principle, but he 
takes on more female characteristics as well. Females obviously are dominated by the feminine 
principle in the opposite but corresponding way. Thus, the name of the book - Sex and Character. 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 733 of 744 


This philosophical concept can be visually observed 
with the diagram of the Yin and Yang. Men and women are two sides of the same coin, but those 
sides are not the same. They are starkly distinct from eachother. Also, in each side can be found a dot 
of the other - but they are still distinct from eachother. The dots aren't an androgynously melded grey 
area, but rather distinctly represent the characteristic of the opposite side - white or black. 


This manifests itself both physically and psychologically. 


In a newborn baby boy, for example, a few drops of milk might secret from his nipples. In fact, the 
rudimentary biological structure is in place within the male's nipple to secret milk just as in a female's 
- it's just not as developed in the male's body, but the female element is still present. Conversely, 
women have facial hair just as men do, except theirs is finer and does not grow in as thickly as a 
man's. This is the male element present in a female's body. And, when observing that some women 
have more facial hair than others, we can say that in regard to that specific characteristic, one woman 
has a greater degree of the masculine element, say 20%, than the woman with less facial hair, who 
exhibits 10% of the masculine element. In both cases, the women are dominated by their female 
characteristics, but display characteristics of the other sex to a varying degree. Some men have wider 
hips than others, but they are still "men," and some women have less developed breasts than others 
while still being "Women." 
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Click Pic for "Hardwired Differences Between Male and Female Brains... 
In the same way, men and women have different psychological characteristics which form their 
mental character - and while no-one is fully of the male psychology or the female psychology - when 
detached and in the concept of an absolute "principle," it becomes much easier to define what is 
"male" and what is "female." 


Thus the title of this book, The Masculine Principle. 


The following pages explore what the masculine principle actually is, and of course, how it relates to 
and compliments the female principle - and vice versa. Why is it that marriage has produced, 
throughout all of recorded history, a synergy that is a greater force than merely the two opposite 
parts? Would there be any synergy at all if both halves were androgynously grey? 


n the corporate world, mergers and acquisitions are motivated by synergies - 
they seek to add new companies into the fold that compliment eachother, rather than merely to grow 
into a larger corporate blob of the same nature. eBay, for example, purchased PayPal several years 
back not because it was a competitor of theirs, but because they wanted to enhance eBay's 
performance as a company and speculated this could be accomplished with adding PayPal's unique 
payment system to eBay's existing structure. Well, that was the idea anyway - not just to "grow" but 
to create a synergy that made a combination of the two worth more than they would be separately. 
Both had a role to play - eBay to sell the product, and PayPal to collect the money. What they did not 
do was buy PayPal and try to turn it into a competitor of theirs. 
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A man and a woman can create such a synergy within the family, if they compliment eachother rather 
than compete with eachother. An example might be how fathers traditionally have been the authority 
figure in the household - a position that needs clearly defined principles of right and wrong to be 
established and enforced. The father will generally make it known that his daughter should not come 
home pregnant, for that would clearly be wrong. The mother, however, by following the female 
principle, has a more diffuse concept of right and wrong and is motivated by her compassion to 
forgive her daughter's transgression and help her rather than punish her - to show mercy, as it were. 
But, it must be noted, one cannot actually show mercy unless it has first been established that the 
daughter did, in fact, do something wrong. Mercy without the principle of right and wrong is not 
actually mercy. It needs justice for it to exist as a concept, otherwise it is merely blind emotion and 
instinct - which is how animals exist in their brutal and harshly uncivilized world. 


In this case, the synergy is created by the masculine principle establishing right and wrong, but being 
made into something mercifully forgiving by the influence of the feminine principle. Together, the 
two principles combine to create something better than they were separately. The father should not 
kick the daughter out of the house, but instead ought to show her mercy. On the other hand, the 
mother should not be so overwhelmed with compassion that she refuses to even acknowledge the 
daughter did wrong. If it is not first established that a wrong was committed, then what is to stop all 
of the rest of their daughters from coming home pregnant as well? Together, these principles combine 
to create a system of justice that is capable of showing mercy, and the offspring of the man and 
woman will fare much better as they attempt to survive in the world because of it. A synergy has 
been created because the man's character and woman's character complimented each other rather than 
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entering into competition with each other. 


Click Pic for "The Truth About Misogyny" 
Be forewarned, however, that what we are about to explore is not a politically correct topic. This 
subject is one that exposes many of the falsehoods people like to tell themselves for the lies which 
they really are. Over the past couple of centuries - and especially in the past few decades - our society 
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has become increasingly influenced by the feminine principle - to the detriment of the masculine 
principle and the synergies created by its combination with the feminine. One of the effects of this 
has been the over-riding of the objective truth with the subjective truth. 


Truth must be ordered for it to be a functional benefit to humans. America's Founding Fathers 
borrowed heavily from John Locke's system of ordering, which he derived from the "philosophical 
position" of God and the Bible - from "The Absolute." 


This, by the way, has nothing to do with whether God is real or not, but rather what God 
philosophically represents. Buddhism as well acknowledges The Absolute, as do countless other 
religions and philosophies. In a functional sense they are all interchangeable because philosophically 
they all represent the same thing thing: Absolute Truth. For the sake of keeping things simple, 
however, I am going to refer to Christianity and the Bible here, because it is the religion most of us 
are familiar with, thus making it far easier to use as an example than a religion or philosophy which is 
more obscure. 


In the Bible, when God refers to himself it is usually in the form of a riddle: 


"Tam who Iam." 


"I am the beginning and the end/the Alpha and the Omega." 
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"I am the TRUTH!" 

Every riddle God gives in the Bible to his identity is also synonymous with "Absolute Truth." 
"God" is Absolute Truth. 

Absolute Truth existed before we were here, and it will exist after we are gone. The Absolute Truth 
just “is” — It is what it is (I am who I am) — the Absolute Truth doesn’t need to explain nor justify, it 
just IS. The Absolute Truth exists on a different plane than we do, therefore, whether we figure out 
the true nature of Absolute Truth or not, does not in anyway refute the existence of said Truth. It 


exists externally from humans, even though elements of it are found within us. 


The ordering of Truth, therefore, with Absolute Truth at the top, is as follows: 


1 — God’s Law/Absolute Truth 

2 — Natural Law/Apparent/Objective Truth 

3 — Civil Law/Relative/Subjective Truth 

It works like one of those Russian matryoshka dolls where the one fits inside of the other, in order to 


contain the wild malleability of the human mind (We can justify anything if we really want to, ie. 
Relative Truth — Jail is full of self-claimed "innocent" people). 
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f a Civil Law/Relative Truth contradicts a Natural 
Law/Apparent Truth, then the Civil Law/Relative Truth is a false one, and so forth. In this way, the 
“lower truths” are contained by the “higher truths,” and thus we are provided with a philosophical 


framework that anchors us to reality. 


INow, some things that were true yesterday are no 
longer true today. Changes to medicine and technology can indeed change what is true. 200 years 
ago, I would have said it is absolutely true that man does not have the ability to fly, let alone propel 
himself faster than the speed of sound... but today, the truth is different — the truth evolved. Also, 
sometimes things we once assumed were true, like the earth being flat, are illustrated to have been 
false. Thus, we need something “higher” than apparent truth - because we are not omniscient. We 
can't be 100% rigid in our beliefs in apparent/objective truth after the Absolute Truth has revealed 
itself to us. Once 

we acknowledged the earth was in fact round, we had to adjust our objective thinking to accomodate 
this newly known fact - it changed our thinking of the sun, moon and stars. Further down the chain of 
truth, we had to alter the subjective truth and stop believing we would fall off the edge of the earth if 
we sailed out too far, and therefore, any laws preventing us from doing so were obviously false laws 
and had to be removed from the books. 


This ordering of truth works as a hierarchy and it can't work in reverse. You might be saying, "Well, 
duh!", but the Soviets illustrated how this can happen by the way they ordered their farmers to plant 
crops according to a scheduled date on the calendar, rather than to the actual rythym of the seasons. 

This left their farmers sometimes planting crops into frozen ground. The resulting failed harvests led 
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to starvation for the people. Somehow the bureaucracies in charge convinced themselves that the 
seasons could be legislated, rather than their legislation having to accomodate the seasons. This 


happened to them because they un-ordered the truth. 


Absolute 
Truth 


Objective 
Truth 


Subjective 
Truth 


Absolute Truth is purity. It controls all 
other truths. It is without fault. It is never wrong. It is enduring, it never changes. It couldn’t give a 
rip if we understand it or not. It is eternal, and it exists on an entirely different plane than us, and 
often, our understanding. That we thought the earth was flat had no effect on the physics that ruled 
the earth and the solar system. On that level, our understanding is irrelevant. Absolute Truth trumps 
all, no matter what we conjure up in our brains. 


I think, after a while of studying this whole malaise we are in as a society, eventually one gets 
exposed to the changing philosophies of mankind, such as how a change of thinking about fraternity 
and equality arose out of the French Revolution and this led to a philosophical change in the way 
society viewed the reality about us. It is often pointed out that this philosophical change is what led to 
the birth of Marxism and feminism, which are both based upon "the Relative Truth Uber Alles." 


And you will know the truth, 
and the truth will make you free 


Click Pic for "The Suffragettes versus The Truth" 


www.TheRedArchive.com Page 740 of 744 


It is these concepts that will be explored in this book. The Masculine and Feminine Principles and 
what they are sexually, biologically, and psychologically. How do they interconnect with each other? 
How do they relate to the structure of our civilization and to the philosophical nature of "The Truth." 
What is it that separates us from the rest of the animals and makes us human? Could it be the concept 
of Truth itself? 


The following pages will attempt to speak clearly without regard for personal feelings - we are 
seeking the Truth and trying not to perpetuate falsehoods simply out of politically correct fear. 
Sometimes the Truth hurts - but it's still neccessary to have it. 


. 
LPA 
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There are certainly anti-feminist sentiments to be found here but make no mistake, this isn't a social 
justice warrior's treatise trying to foment some men's movement to counter feminism. Movements, 
like herds and harems, are the domain of the Feminine Principle. It would be anti-thetical to the 
Masculine Principle to attempt to counter the Feminine Principle by mimicking it - that's where 
androgyny comes from, a condition I completely abhor and reject. The Masculine Principle must be 
masculine, and one of its features, which will be discussed later on, is its ability to seek the Truth so 
we can better understand the structure of the world about us. It's something men have been doing 
since the beginning of time, and this book will attempt to continue in that ancient, masculine 
tradition. 
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. The fact is that males and 
females are like two substances Someni in dierent proportions, but with either 
element never wholly missing. 
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We find, so to speak, never either a man or a woman, but only the male condition 
and the female condition. Any individual is never to be designated merely as a man 
or a woman, but by a formula showing that it is a composite of male and female 


characters in different proportions." -- Otto Weininger, Sex and Character 
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Glossary 

- Fitness Test (aka Shit Test) 

- FRA - Father's RI ghts Activist 

- FRM - Father's Rights Movement 

- Game - The Art of Seduction 

- Hypergamy 

- L.O.I.('s) - Indication of Interest 

- Mangina - A man who supplicates to women to gain their favour 
- Manosphere - The Online Men's Issues Community 

MGTOW - Men Going Their Own Way 


- Mig-Tow - MGTOW 2.0 
- MRA - Men's Rights Activist 


- MRM - Men's Rights Movement 

- MM - Men's Movement 

- N.A.W.A.L.T. - Not All Women Are Like That 

- P.U.A. - Pick-up Artist 

- Rotating Polyandry 

- Shit Test (aka Fitness Test) 

- SJW - Social Justice Warrior 

- SMV - Sexual Mating Value 

- White Knight - A man who defends a woman no matter her behaviour 
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